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ABSTRACT
The Imitation of Prosocial Behaviors in Children:
The Effects of Peer and Adult Models
and Vicarious Reinforcement
by
Richard Louis Sanok
Utah State University, 1980
Major Professor: Frank R. Ascione
Department: Psychology
The purpose of the present laboratory study was to investigate the
relative effects of sharing and nonsharing peer and adult models on the
facilitation of prosocial behaviors with and without reinforcement to
the model.

One hundred and sixty second and third grade children

served as subjects and were randomly assigned to six treatment groups
and one control group.

For replication purposes, half of the subjects

participated in each condition prior to the second half doing so.
Children in the oreatment groups viewed videotaped sequences
portraying both a male and female model sharing or not sharing tokens
with poor children.

Models were either peers or adults.

Sharing was

either reinforced by praise from an adult or not reinforced; nonsharing
was not reinforced.
Children in the control group viewed an entertainment program
devoid of prosocial or antisocial content.

All children received

instructions with respect to the acquisition and distribution of

tokens which were exchangeable for prizes at the end of the session.
Prosoci.al behaviors were· assessed following the videotaped

X

sequences and included token donations, volunteering of work, and
offering help following a staged accident.

Children viewing non-

sharing and nonreinforced peers had lower token donations than
children in other treatment groups and the control group.

Although

not statistically significant findings, children who viewed peer
models exhibiting prosocial behaviors that were reinforced had
greater token donations and tended to help in the staged accident
more than children in other treatment groups.
found

be~Neen

No differences "ere

treatment groups with respect to volunteering work.

More children provided help in a staged accident when they had
observed sharing peers who were reinforced than children in other
conditions.

However when children observed nonsharing and non-

reinforced adults, they displayed a lower incidence of helping.
Vicarious reinforcement produced greater, though not statistically
significant, token donations as compared with the absence of
reinforcement in both adult and peer treatment conditions.

The

correlations among donations, volunteering, and helping were
found to be low.
Modeling in combination with reinforcement of the model was
not sufficient to increase prosocial behaviors significantly beyond
the performance of a control group.

The contribution of peer

modeling to the facilitation of prosocial behaviors in the early
elementary grades appears slight.

Nevertheless, peer models were

especially influential in inhibiting prosocial behaviors by the
modeling of antisocial responses.

The observation of reinforcement

contingencies applied to models only slightly increased prosocial

xi

behaviors and can not be considered a potent variable in this
behavior domain.
(114 pages)

INTRODUCTION
In recent years there has been an i ncreased interest in positive

social (or prosocial) behavior as an aspect of human development
worthy of scientific investigation.

No doubt one impetus for these

studies is the national indignation resulting from the seemingly
pervasive and shocking indifference of many Ameri.cans to the serious,
and sometimes fatal, plight of others (Latane
1969).

&

Darley, 1970; Zimbardo,

An example of the urban American's growing indifference

was the highly publicized rape and murder of Kitty Genovese in 1964.
The most shocking part of the killing was that the victim lay wounded
in a doorway for cen minutes while 38 persons who had seen her stabbed
or heard her screams did noching to help.

Unfortunately, the Genovese

murder is not an isolaced incident of the lack of bystander intervention.
Furchermore, other contemporary conditions (mushrooming crime, racial
conflict, terrorism, injustices suffered by women, wartime atrocicies)
have probably contributed to society's wider concern for the development of prosocial conduct.
In contrast to the sometimes vicious, selfi.sh, and inhuman
behaviors of human Beings, the positive attributes of man are evidenced
in displays of kindness, love, generosity and similar positive actions.

One example was the heroic action of a petite Connecticut

mother who saved the life of an injured truck driver by dragging
him up a sceep highway emliankment moments liefore his oil truck burst
into flames.

One sided theoretical positions portraying humans as

either cruel or kind seem inaccurate since humans may be either
or both.
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What causes man to act kindly as opposed to cruelly?
motivates behavior benefitting others?
tendencies acquired and maintained?

lfuat

How are positive social

The spirit of the times as

well as interest in the nature of man has spurred research about
what environmental conditions facilitate or inhibit expressions
of generosity, helping, and altruism, and the variables in socialization
that foster or inhibit the development of prosocial behavior.
Development of Prosocial Behavior

Prosocial behaviors are also of interest since development
of this set of behaviors constitutes a central goal of early socialization (Krebs, 19701.

It is clear that children can acquire helpful,

cooperative, and empathic behaviors through. the influence of parents,
teachers, and other socializing agents.
The development of positive social behaviors is not simply
an age-dependent phenomenon.

Some studies have found evidence for

increased prosocial responding with increasing age Q1idlarsky &
Bryan, 1967; Staub & Feagans, 1969; Ugurel-Semin, 1952), but these
findings are not entirely consistent (Floyd, 19641.

Since age,

per se, does not cause, but only correlates with, development of
positive social behaviors, it should be considered an index variable rather than an independent variable in relation to the development of these behaviors.

A more profitable developmental approach

investigates the relationship between antecedent and consequent
events and the. acquisition and ·maintenance of prosocial behaviors.
Thus, if one is concerne.d with e.xplaining how a tendency for acting
prosocially develops among children it is important to determine

3

what variables are influential in development.
Definitional Issues Related to Prosocial Behavior
Prosocial behavior is often defined as actions that benefit
another person or group of people without the obvious presence of
extrinsic consequences for the behavior.

Myriad behaviors are subsumed

under this rubric such as generosity, sharing of possessions, donating
to charity, helping or assisting others, kindness, sympathy, and
participation in activities serving to enhance public welfare.
Even a simple definition of prosocial behavior can be problematic .

By what criteria is an action to be judged as beneficial?

How are ulterior motives ruled out?

Is it reasonable to assume

that no reinforcement of any kind will result for the benefactor?

By

creatin~

situations in which a certain behavior is defined

as prosocial (an operation definition), psychologists have trled
to circumvent some of these issues.

By using operational definitions,

the variables affecting the inhibiU.on or facilitation of prosocial
behavior may be systematically studied in natural or laboratory
settings.
The term "altruism" has been avoided in the present paper.
Although a variety of definitions exist, altruism typically refers
to self-sacrificial behavior that results in substantial benefit
to another .

It has been implied in past discussions of prosocial

behavior (e.g. Leeds, 19631 that for an action to be altruistic,
no reinforcement of any kind would result for the benefactor.

Thus,

prosocial behaviors are viewed out of the context of their consequences.
Behavioral psychologists note, however, that sacrificial behavior,
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if not reinforced in some manner, will extinguish. Staub (1978)
has added that prosocial behavior should not be labelled as altruist1c
or nor., but rather defined in context of varied motives.

But rewards for prosocial actions may not be obvious or immediate.
For example, subtle social consequences for prosocial actions may
come from the individuals in a person's religious communl.ty. Pro.social
responses may also be separated in time from their reinforcing stimuli,
for example, parents who save for their child's college education.
From a learning perspective, behaviors that appear altruistic
may, in fact, oe maintained in at least three ways (Ferster & Skinner,
1957; Goldiamond, 1968):
1.

by lean intermittent schedules of reinforcement which

maximize resistance to extinction,

2.

by net gains as compared to costs,

3.

through subtle or unique forms of reinforcement (_e.g.

masochism) ,
In the present paper, three operationally defined measures
of pro social behavior (viz. sharing, volunteering, and helping)
will be used.
Influences on Prosocial Behavior
Since many determinants of prosocial behavior have been investigated, it is difficult to gain an overview of research.

Previously

proposed classifications of these variables, however, do provide
an organizational framework for the study of prosocial behavior.
Krebs ().970) and Staub (19.782 together identified seven classes
of independent variables:
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1.

Situational state variables which refer to temporary

psychological states that have an immediate, temporary and relatively
limited effect such as the increased sal i ence of social norms.
2.

Trait variables or personality characteristics which

refer to general and lasting attributes of people such as the need
for approval.
3.

Social roles and demographic variables such as social

class, age, and sex.

4.

Social norms which refer to internalized social guidelines,

such as the norms of giving and reciprocity.
5.

Situations which refer to social influence, the nacure

of the stimulus for prosocial behavior, and the conditions surrounding
che stimulus.
6.

Relationships to potential recipients of help, for

example the quality of prior interactions and mutual obligations.
7.

Psychological processes which refer to the internal

processes that mediate helping, such as memory.
The present author's interest lies in the general area of social
influences on th.e development and facilitation of prosocial behaviors.
Specifically, social influences involve the stimulus conditions
produced by people thac enhance or decrease the likelihood of people
behaving prosocially.

A subarea of particular interesc is the observa--

tion of models in the acquisition and maintenance of prosocial human
behavior.

Even though the influence of models has been scudied

in diverse behavioral areas including prosocial behavior, the relationship between modeling and other influences (e.g. reinforcement)
is relatively unexplored.
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Relationship of Modeling to Prosocial Behavior
Behavioral scientists have approached the study of social influ-

ences on prosocial behavior in various ways including the investigation
of family constellations, the presence of bystanders, and the influence
of the approval of others.

Among the social influence variables

of particular concern to some researchers has been the role of observation of models (peer and adult) in the development of prosocial
behaviors.

A substantial portion of human behavior may be learned

as a result of watching others behave.

It has been assumed that

modeling would contribute to the development of prosocial behaviors,
since its effectiveness had been substantiated experimentally with
children in many areas such as the reduction of phobic behaviors
(Bandura, Grusec,

&

Menlove, 196 7; Bandur a

&

Menlove, 1968) and

the modification of social withdrawal (Evers & Schwartz, 1973; O'Conner,

1969).
A number of terms have been used to describe the imjtative
process including "modeling," "observational learning, 11 "behavioral
example," "copy·ing," "matched dependent behavior, 11 and others; however,

Bandura (1969) has questioned the advantage of distinguishing among
the various terms.

All of these descriptive terms refer to the

causal relationship between a model's actions and an observer's
behavior.

Consequently, the term "modeling" is retained in this

paper and is used to describe the process by which responses are
acquired by, facilitate, or inhibit an observer in response to behavior
exhibited by a live or televised model.
Why does modeling have an influence on prosocial behavior?

Krebs (1970) summarized the explanations of many writers: "At the
most elementary level, models ,make. l>e.hav:j:oral alternatives, salient.
They draw attention to particular

course~

the salience. of social norms (p. 268) . "

of action and increase

Additionally,, models may

supply information about the. most appropriate course of action given
a certain situation or about the. likelihood of external or i nternal
rewards of punishments.
Theoretical Underpinnings of Modeling
Reinforcement Theories
Hiller and Dollard (19Al) noted that "the study of socialization
in children" offered "innumerable. examples where children match behavior."
Thus, these writers proposed an explanation of modeling based on
the reinforcemenc of imitative behavior and related modeling to a
variety of social responses.

They argued that the tendency to imitate

i n an observer results from the coincidental repetition of a modeled
act and reinforcement for the observer's resultant behavior when
it matches that of the model.

If reinforcement does not occur, or

if nonimitative behavior are reinforced, the child would no longer
imitate social responses.
suggests ~ that

Overall, the Hiller and Dollard position

children would imitate another only to the extent that

they were so shaped in a step-by-step fashion by having similarity
rewarded and dissimilarity punished.

Skinner (.19532 proposed an

identical operant conditioning analysis of modeling but deleted the
motivational requirement.

Bandura (l't7la2 contends that Miller-Dollard

and Skinner's interpretations explain how performance of established
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matching responses are facilitated buc do not adequately explain
how a new matcfiing response is initially acquired .
Albert Bandura's Social Learning Position
In contrast to Miller-Dollard and Skinner, Bandura assigns a
~ore pro~nent

role to cognitive functioning with respect to the

.m odeling pfienomenon.

Social Learning Tfieory assumes that modeling

serves an informative function and that observers acquire symbolic
representation~

of modeled benavioral sequences rather than specific

stimulus-response associations CBandura, 1969).

According to this

view, individuals do not simply learn a separate response to each
observed stimulus but rather learn a general pattern of responses
and their consequences.
The modeling process.

From the social learning viewpoint, four

interrelated processes are necessary in order to insure imitation.

The first three processes refer to acquisition of modeled behaviors
and the last to subsequent performance of the behaviors.

They

are:
~.

Attention to the model, observing appropriate and dis-

tinctive aspects of tfie performance,
2.

Retention of the modeled events,

3.

·M otoric reproduction directed by internal cues to duplicate

the model's actions, and
4.

Incentive variaoles to .1 ustify the

i~tative

act such

as: external, internal, and vi.carious rewards.

From the social learning perspective, the reproduction of simple
r~onses

or cC>!Ilplex response sequences is a multiprocess phenomenon
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in which the absence of a major component of the phenomenon would
prevent the acquisition or

perfor~nce

of modeled behaviors.

For

example, a person may· acquire and retain the capability to skillfully
execute a modeled behavior but learning will nat result in action
unless incentives were provided.
The Effects of Modeling
The ways in which modeling affects behavior (Bandura, 1965;
Bandura, l9.6'l.; Bandura

&

Walters, l'l.63l include:

Acquisition of New Responses
An observer may· exhibit a response previously not in his/her

repertoire (novel response} fallowing the performance of the response
by· the model.

One example would be a child displaying a novel

aggressive response after viewing a television show (e. g., the Three
Stooges) when such a response was not previously in the behavior
repertoire of the child.
Inhibition or Disinhloition of a Response
The observation of a model's response consequences may increase
Cdi.sinhibitl or decrease (1nhioitl the performance of acts of the
same class as performed by the model.

Ona example of an inhibitory

effect is the reduction of aggression with observed punishment of
aggressive actions (Bandura, 19652 and a disinhibitory effect is
the decrease in phobic responses with observed positive consequences
to a -model exhili.iting fearless oeha·v iors.
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Response Facilitat i on Effect
A

Jl!odel' s behavior

Jl!a:)"

si'Dlply· provi de a discriminat i ve stimulus

for the. observer to fac i;litate tfie emission of a prevj_ously- acquired

response.

For example, people looking up when ohey see others doing

so.

Relationship of Peer Modeling to Prosocial Behavior
Although there has been extensive interest in the influence
of modeling in the development of social behaviors, most of the research
w::Lth children has involved adult models.

Some studies show clearly

that children are responsive oo peer models in the development of
certain responses.

For example, peer models increase novel aggressive

behaviors (Hicks, 1965), decrease inappropriate classroom behavior
(Csapo, 1972), and decrease phobic responses (Bandura, Grusec,

&

Menlove, 1967) .
Recently, it has been suggested by Mussen and Eisenlierg-Berg
O.'l.77}_ that "repeated exposure to prosocial peer models might be
expected t o induce strong, generalized and enduring prosocial dispositions"
and :may, in fact, be as effe.cti.ve as exposure to adult prosocial
models, if not more so (p . 1021.

ID>at part do peer models play in

the acquisition and facilitation of prosocial behaviors?

Comparatively,

do peer ·models (playmates, friends l have a greater influence on prosocial
behavior than adult models (parents, teachers)?

Do peer and adult

Jl!odels contribute in different wa:rs to the development of prosocial
oenaviors?
Research in areas other than prosocial fienavior suggests tnat
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influences of peers and adults are both additive and interactive
in tooi r effects on children's Behavior (!fartup, 19]0.1_ .

In some

situations, the norms or Oehav·iors of t:he peer group buttress· the

influences of adults.

In other situations and at other points in

development, peer influence is preeminent with adult influences prevailing
in other situations.

For instance, elementary school children have

been found to imitate adults to a greater extent than peers in tasks
involving suggestion and self-reward (Bandura & Kupers, 1964; Takubczak

& Walters, 1959}.

However, among preschool children, aggressive

male peer models are imitated more frequently than adults or aggressive
female peers.

Furthermore, Kazdin (1974) and Kornhaber and Schroeder

(19752 found peer models to be more effective than adults in the
area of emotional behavior.

Peer models were also found to be more

effective in developing concept attainment in educable mentally retarded
children than adult models (Barry & Overmann, 1977).

Thus, the influence

of peers as compared to adults appears to depend upon the type of
situation and the behavior studied.
The results of investigations aimed at determining the effects
of peer models as compared to adult models on the prosocial behaviors
of oBservers have been at best, equivocal .

Additionally,

an empirical comparison of adult and peer modeling effects on prosocial
behavior has not been conducted.
Role of Reinforcement in Facilitating
Prosocial Behavior
An issue of consideraBle tnteres·t is how reinforcement relates

to modeling in the

acqu:i;s.J~ tion

and facilitation of pro social behaviors.
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In everyday life positive behaviors are rewarded, ignored, or punished.
Additionally, people routinely observe the behavior of others and

the resulting consequences.

~th

respect to the first oBservation,

it has Been well documented that the learning of prosocial responses
ll!aY' Be inhiB.ited or facilitated through the use of consequent rewards

and punishers .

For example, children may learn to expect rewards

for helptng others and punishment for not helping others (Staub,
1~75).

Among the studies testing this possibility, Moss and Page

0972) manipulated positive and negative consequences for a helping
response in an effort to alter subsequent helping behavior and found
that almost all subjects who helped one confederate and received
rewards helped a second confederate .

Various researchers have also

investigated the use of praise for increasing prosocial behavior
and have found it less effective than tangible rewards (Fisher, 1963),
sometimes ineffective unless paired with affection (Midlarsky & Bryan,
~~6.7)_,

or effective ¥hen used with prompting (Gelfand, Hartmann,

Cromer, S11l:tth,

&

Page,

1~751 .

Vicarious Reinforcement

With reference to the second observation, reinforcement may
Be related directly to antecedent events such as the modeling of
Behaviors. For example, an observer may view a model receiving rewards
(vicarious reinforcement) for exhiBiting positive social behaviors.
Knowledge that performance of

si~ilar

Behaviors produces valued rewards

or averts punishment is likely· to increase oBserving responses, to

strengthen retention of what :i:s viewed and may· increase verbal rehearsal of the Behaviors oBserved.

Tlius, anticipated consequences
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may increase the usefulness of an observing response.

Hence, behavior

may be regulated not only by directly experienced consequences but
also by vicarious reinforcement (Bandura, 197la}.

ConsideraBle empirical

evidence (e.g., Bandura, 1965; Stumphauzer, 1972) exists that the
behavior of an observer can be modified as a function of viewing
another person's behavior and its consequences.

Unlike the influence

of direct reinforcement, the influence of vicarious consequences
has not been fully investigated with respect to the acquisition and
facilitation of prosocial behavior.

The relationship between vicarious

reinforcement and prosocial behavior may explain how behavior is
interpreted to be "altruistic."

Prosocial acts which are judged

as altruistic are likely to be associated with the cues predicting
future rewards, vicariously reinforcing experiences, or with a selfreward mechanism.

Measures of Prosocial B.ehavior and Issues
of Generalization
Studies examining prosocial behavior patterns have used a variety
of dependent measures in situational laboratory tests and naturalistic
observation or By sociome.t ric ratings.

Some researchers (e.g., Rutherford

& Mussen, l968t have argued that the strong relationship sometimes
found among measures of prosocial behavior indicates a generalized
prosocial behavior pattern or a "prosocial disposition" which is
resistant to changes in setting or type of prosocial behavior sampled.
W_itlt few· exceptions (viz. Barton & Ascione, 1979; Rogers-Warren &
Baer, 19761, research has not been directed to generalization issues
wt·th respect to the training of prosocial behaviors.
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To judge accurately the comparative influence of peer and adult
models on the development of prosocial behaviors, attention must
be directed to the resultant consequences to the model.

The present

dissertation compares in a laboratory setting peer and adult modell.ng
influences under different conditions of reinforcement to the model
on a number of behavioral measures of positive social behavior.
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REVIEW OF LITERATURE
This evaluative review of literature emphasizes research

investigating the effects of peer models on the facilitation of prosocial
behavior and will serve to clarify the research basis for the proposed
study.

Research in the area of prosocial behavior will not be considered

unless it is related to peer modeling, vicarious reinforcement, or
interactions between these two influences.

Surprisingly, little

systematic research has been focused on the effects of peer models
on the acquisition and maintenance of prosocial behavior in children.
The conclusions from existing research tend to be only suggestive
primarily due to equivocal or contradictory results, and methodological
problems.

The following review should serve to underscore the more

reliable findings and some of their interpretations and methodological
issues.

Research will be evaluated which addresses the questions

of whether exposure to a prosacial peer model facilitates prosacial
behavior and what conditions maximize che effects of peer models.
Peer Modeling Influences
The use of peer models to facilitate prosocial behaviors of
observing children has been typically examined by comparison with
children nat exposed to a model.

Variables related to the observer's

attending behaviors and retention of the modeled scene have also
been manipulated in the context of the peer modeling situation.
Some research has been directed to the influences of reinforcement
to the model, reinforcement to the observer, and punishment of the
model.
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Sprafkin, Liebert, and Poulos (J975l examined the hypothesis
that regularly broadcast, commercial entertainment television programs
can facilitate positive social behavior in children and designed
their study to incorporate an additional comparison of peer modeling
with a control condition with no modeling.

A 3 X 2 factorial design

was used; the three levels of the independent variable were the observation of a prosocial "Lassie" show, a neutral

and a neutral "Brady Bunch" show.

11

Lassie" show,

Sex was a blocking variable, with

15 boys and 15 girls randomly sampled from the pool of first grade
classes.

Five children of each sex were randomly assigned to each

of the three treatment conditions.
The children were escorted individually from the classrooms
to a television viewing room where they watched the videotaped programs.
In the prosocial "Lassie" program, one of Lassie's puppies fell onto
a ledge in a mine shaft.

Lassie brought the boy, Jeff, to the scene

and Jeff risked his life by fiangi.ng over the edge of the shaft to
save the puppy.

The neutral "Lassie" show did not depict prosocial

befiavior, but portrayed Jeff's attempts to avoid violin lessons.
The show featured the dog, Lassie, in a positive way, but contained
no example of a human helping a dog.

In another neutral control

condition, a generally pleasant sitllation comedy, the Brady Bunch,
was shown.

No dogs were included in the story and no cues pertinent

to fiuman or canine heroism were given.
After viewing the televised program, each child was taken to
a second room.

The measurement of the effect of the three shows

on the children's prosocial behavior involved placing each child
in a conflict situation requiring a choice between continuing to

17
play a game for personal gain or trying to get help for puppies in
distress.

The child was invited to play a game in which points could

be earned by pressing a button that illuminated a bulb and started
a digital timer.

The number of points earned was the number displayed

on the timer, and the more points earned, the more attractive the
displayed pri•e that could be traded for the points.

The experimenter

further explained that the child could help her by listening through
some earphones.

The earphones were ostensibly connected to a distant

kennel full of puppies.

The puppies were alone and were judged to

be "0. K." if no barking could be heard.

If the puppies barked, pressing

the_ "lielp" button located outside the experimental room would call
t ;1e experimenter's helper to aid the puppies.

The child was asked

to wear earphones while playing the point game and was told, "If
y~u

hear barking, you can help the puppies if you want by pressing

the help outton" (p . l23).

The children were also told that there

was a better chance that the helper would hear the signal the longer
the help button was pressed. The children were instructed to try
and get as many points as they could, and that if the puppies started
barking, they would have to choose Between helping the puppies and
getting more points.
After leaving the room, the experimenter turned on a tape recorder
that provided 30 seconds of silence followed by 120 seconds of increasingly frantic Barking.

After the end of the barking (the helper had

supposedly arrived}, the experimenter re-entered the room and awarded
the prize.

The total seconds of help-button pressing and the latency

of helping were the dependent measures.
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Overall, the subjects who viewed the prosocial, televised,
"Lassie" program helped more than those who viewed the two neutral
programs.

Average helping times (males and females combined} were

93 seconds for the prosocial Lassie show, 52 seconds for the neutral
show, and 38 seconds for the Brady Bunch show.

It was concluded

that a televised example of prosocial helping behavior can increase
a child's willingness to engage in helping behavior.

Prosocial behavior

as demonstrated by Jeff was the critical factor, since the alternate
dog show and "Brady Bunch" program produced less helping.
were generally the same for ooth sexes.

The results

Questions still remain concern-

ing whether the observation of a model's prosocial behavior would
also influence situations that were somewhat dissimilar from the
situation observed, and whether peer models are more salient than
adult models under similar conditions.

Also, research'has not fully

assessed the influence of consequences to the model for prosocial
actions on the later behavior of observers.

In fact, if Jeff had

been scolded in the television show for his risk-taking behavior
in the mine shaft, it is likely that the children in the study would
have been more hesitant to help in a similar situation.
Attention/Retention Factors
Some investigators have focused on variables that may influence
the probability that modeling cues and scenes will be observed or
ignored. Bandura (19691 has noted that the variables may include
the distinctiveness, vividness, and novelty of modeling stimuli as

well as other aspects o£ the learning situation.
In what is now considered a classic study, Hartup and Coates
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(1967) not only demonstrated that peers may positively affect prosocial behaviors, but also that the nature of a child's typical interactions with the peer group may be an important determinant of the

extent of a peer's influence.

Hartup and Coates initially observed

the frequency with which positive social responses (i.e., attention,
affection, sharing, giving of objects) were dispensed and received
by each child in his/her nursery class.

(Note: Positive social responses

were considered to be reinforcers, although this was not empirically
tested by the authors.

In the discussion of the study, the term

reinforcer will be used for this class of responses.)

On the basis

of these observations, children were classified as either high or
low in terms of amount of positive peer interaction received. Children
(three to five yearsl were then exposed to a live peer model who
acted in a highly generous fashion by sharing his winnings (five
out of six trinkets) from a maze game with another child.

One group

of children (N = 12)_ who received frequent peer reinforcers in typical
interactions observed a model who had previously interacted positively
with them in social interactions (i.e., dispensed a large number
of social reinforcersl.

(N

In contrast, a second group of children

= 12t who received few peer reinforcers were exposed to a peer

model who had a similar history of low peer group interactions (i.e.,
dispensed no social reinforcers) .
=

The third group of children (N

241 viewed a peer model who had a different history of social interac-

tion than themselves.

For example, children who received a high

level of social reinforcers observed a model who was associated
with no peer reinforcement .

The influence of the model's behavior
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on the subject was assessed By the degree of imitation the observing
child displayed on a prosocial donation task in which earned trinkets
could be given to another child.
The results were that children who had a history of frequent
reinforcement and social interaction imitated a highly reinforcing
model more than a nonreinforcing one .

In contrast, children who

had been observed to receive little reinforcement from their peers
imitated nonreinforcing models more than highly reinforcing one.
Observation of any model (like or unlike peer) produced more imitation
tlian the observation of no model (_control group}.

In summary,

the effectiveness of the model may, to a considerable degree,
be determined by· the relationship between the individual's history
of receiving social reinforcement and the degree to which the model
dispenses social reinforcers in typical interactions .

Thus, the

observer's emulation of observed prosocial behaviors may be heightened
by the relationship between the model's and observer's reinforcement
history.
Elliot and Vasta (1970) demonstrated that symbolization,
the verbal description of what takes place in a modeled scene, may
be a facilitative factor in the learing process involving peer modeling.
These researchers contend that the verbal description of the modeled
scene, or symbolization, is an attention/retention-controlling variable
that may increase the probability of imitation.
Symbolization may serve to make explicit to the observer the
response-reinforcer relation, or what is liappening in the modeling
scene, and has been emphasized in the investigation of a variety
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of responses, such as aggression QBandura, 1965) and social approach
(O'Conner, 1969).

Elliot and Vasta 0970) used symbolization with

peer modeled prosocial behavior, and attempted to manipulate the
variables of model reward and symbolization to assess the influence
of these factors on the performance of prosocial acts .
conditions

The experimental

included peer-modeled sharing without reward to the

model (Model), peer-modeled sharing with reward to the model (Model
+Reward), and modeled sharing with reward to the model followed
by adult explanation

(~odel

+Reward+ Symbolization).

control group was also employed.

A no-treatment

Twelve children, two of each sex,

at the ages of five, six, and seven, were assi)med to each of the
experimental conditions.

Random selection and random assignment

of subjects were not employed.
After the child's arrival at the experimental setting, a pretest
was conducted in which standardized questions were asked by the experimenter.

The child was then handed a bag containing 25 candies, was

shown a box on a nearby table, and was told by the experimenter that
he was "collecting candies for a little boy who (hadl no candy and
no money" (p. 10).

The child was told to put some candy into the

box on the way back to the classroom, if he/she wanted to.

In essence,

the child was asked to make a conspicuous and public donation, since
the experimenter remained in the room (although with his back turned),
and he possibly could be perceived by the child as attending to and
hearing the donations made.
At a posttesting session, the child was brought to · the same room
and viewed a movie portraying a 6-year-old hoy on the day of his
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birthday.

After receiving a wh.o le bag of candies, the peer model

liberally donated four handfuls of candy (75%) into an envelope to
send to a poor boy who was also having a birthday.

Following the

model's demonstration of sharing, an adult female entered the taped
scene and responded in one of three ways to establish the treatment
conditions:

Model:
Model

"OK, Johnny, now let's go back to the classroom."

+ Reward:

was very nice, Johnny.
Model

Hands Johnny a teddy bear and says , "That

Here's a toy for you to keep ."

+ Reward + Symbolization:

and says, "That was very nice, Johnny.

Hands Johnny a teddy bear

Here's a toy for you to keep.

If you do something nice for someone else, it means that you are
a good Boy." (p. 11)_.
At the end of the movie the experimenter once again gave the
subject a bag of candies and again requested a donation for a " little
boy who has no candy and no money" (p. ll l .

In the posttesting session,

the donation was made anonymously, i.e., the experimenter left the
room.

A supplemental measure 0f giving was also used, in which the

subject was asked to give one of two toys (one being noticeably larger
and fancierl to someone else, while

keeping the other.

Finally,

the experimenter gave the suBject 25 pennies and requested an anonymous
donation to a poor Boy.
A five-way analysis of variance employing the variables of tests
(candy or pennies)_, sex, order (Yhich test was given first}, experimental
condition, and the three ages was used (Jour subjects in each cell).
It was found that all modeling conditions produced more sharing of

23
candy and pennies than the control condition.

The modeling condition

in which the model was rewarded and told why, resulted in greater
sharing than that in which the model was not rewarded, or that in

which the model was rewarded without explanation.

The no reward

and reward conditions faJled to result in different levels of sharing
(both were higher than the control group) which poses a major explanatory
problem for the study.

Observation of the peer model did not affect

the topographically different sharing, which involved giving up the
more preferred of two toys to a stranger.
Certainly one can speculate why the reward condition failed
to produce the expected positive effect on pro social behavior.

The

authors contend that prosocial responses are rewarded so directly
in the natural environment that they may carry conditioned reinforcement
that other imitative responses do not.

An equally plausible explanation

might involve the reinforcement value of the "reward", a teddy bear,
which was employed in the experiment.

It is conceivable that the

subjects did not judge the teddy bear as a reward to the model, since
it may have been considered a non-preferred toy for themselves.
The use of a conditioned reinforcer, such as an exchangeable
token or money, would probably have eliminated the a priori assumption
regarding reinforcer effectiveness in the study.

Furthermore, it

is possible that the subjects may have perceived the toy as simply
another present being given to the model, therefore, not contingent
upon a specific response.
A number of methodological difficulties limit the generality
of Elliot and Vasta's results.

The first difficulty is the variation
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in pretest and posttest conditions.

Specifically, donations were

public in the former and anonymous in the latter.

If the children

were aware that they were O.eing observed by the experimenter during

the pretest, they may have behaved atypically.

Additionally, the

absence of the experimenter in the posttesting situation may have
systematically served to decrease donations by children in some experimental conditions,

if not all condi.tions.

Second, pretest sensi.tization

to treatment may have occurred, since the subjects were given a test
prior to the independent variable manipulation.

The administration

of the pretest in this manner may alert or sensitize subjects to
the independent variable so that they react differently to the treatment
than they would have, if there had not been a pretest (Matheson,
Bruce, & Beauchamp, 1978).

Finally, the lack of a random selection

of subjects from the school population may have produced a biased
sample (Matheson, Bruce, & Beauchamp, 1978}.

The characteristics

(availability, intelligence, etc.) used to determine a subject's
inclusion in the study can only be inferred.

Hence, differences

in past experience may not have been controlled when the subjects
were assigned to groups.

A valid and methodologically sound replication

of Elliot and Vasta's study would be a timely contribution to the
area of peer modeling.
As noted above, the generous, or donating, behavior
of children may be influenced by the similarity and dissimilarity
of the reinforcement patterns of the model and the observing child
(Bartup & Coates, 19671.

Additionally, Elliot and Vasta's research,

although methodologically weak, has demonstrated that verbalizations
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about the modeled act may facilitate the observer's imitation of
prosocial actions.
Although not investigated by liartup and Coates or Elliot and
Vasta, it has been shown that other model variables, such as age,
race, and sex, which match the characteristics of the
observer similarly influence observational learning of prosocial
behavior (Mussen & Eisenberg-Berg, 1977).
In a. number of observational learning studies, children's
imitative behavior has been influenced strongly by· the degree of similarity between the model and observer.

For instance, Rosekrans (1967}

demonstrated that children who observed a highly similar peer (_dressed
alike, described as having similar interests, skills, and residence)
showed more spontaneous rehearsal of the model's behaviors and recalled
more of his behaviors than children who observed a dissimilar peer
(_dressed differently, described as unlike observer on various dimensions).
Thus, social factors such as perceived similarity in background and
interests between the model and observer may have a sl.gnificam: effect
on Dehavior.

Likewise, same-sex models have in some instances been

more effective in increasing imitation behavior than an oppositesex model (Bandura, Ross, & Ross, 1961; Maccoby & Wilson, 1957; Wolf,
1973).

Possible reasons for the influence of the model's characteristics

on imitation have been offered.

For example, children may, through

the model's characteristics, infer whether similar responses will
be appropriate or will lead to desirable outcomes (Liebert & Allen,
1967; Liebert & Fernandez, 1970}.

Alternatively, the characteristics

of 1110dels may simply maintain strong attending behaviors. Therefore,
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peers are likely to be more potent models of prosocial behavior than
adults when reinforcement value is held constant.
Reinforcement and Punishment
Direct reinforcement. In a naturalistic setting, Doland and
Adelberg (1967) attempted to delineate the social factors, or social
class differences, that may facilitate or inhibit the effects of
systematic training of prosocial behaviors.

Concurrently, these

researchers used peers in their training procedures, thus extending
the potential utility of peer models suggested by Rartup and Coates
(J967).

These researchers devised a test to determine whether initial

differences would be evidenced in sharing between children from
a favorable environment (upper middle class private nursery school)
and children from a less favorable environment (welfare center) and
whether these differences could be reduced using social reinforcement
and peer modeling.

The upper middle class group consisted of ten

Caucasian boys and ten Caucasian girls, the welfare center group
was composed of nine black boys and

seve~

black girls.

The children's

mean age was four and one half years.
The "sharing game" involved a child confederate (two boys and
a girl, all Caucasian } of approximately the same age as the subjects .
The subjects were encouraged to share mimeographed animal pictures,
given to them by the experimenter, with the child confederate.

Data

were collected on three successive learning trials for the numBer
of children who shared (l) in a pre-trainj.ng situation, (2) after
the experimenter indicated approval of the sharing response, and
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(3) after the peer confederate shared and received experimenter social

approval.
Doland and Adelberg found that the nursery school children were
more likely to share valued pictures than children in the welfare
center.

Additionally, the nursery school children were more likely

to learn to share with less extensive training than the welfare children.
In fact, five of the 16 welfare center children did not exhibit sharing
after the two learning trials, whereas all the nursery school children
learned to share.
Although Doland and Adelberg interpreted their results in terms
of the more frequent opportunities of upper middle class children
to observe the generosity of others and to be reinforced for their
own generosity, the results can clearly be interpreted as resulting
from a surplus of goods available to children from economically
favorable environments.

It is also plausible that Caucasian children

may have responded to the experimental demands they perceived, that
they anticipated social approval from the Caucasian experimenter,
that the Caucasian children were more advanced intellectually, or
that the black children preferred to share with black children but
not with the Caucasian confederates.

The last point is a critical

one, since social class was confounded with race, and since the child
with whom the subject was always instructed to share was Caucasian.
The study does suggest, however, that social approval paired with
the performance of a prosocial model may produce an increase in the
performance of a similar act by an observing child.

The first appearance

of sharing Behavior for seven cllildren (9ut of 36)_ was correlated
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with the confederate's sharing and profuse social reinforcement by
the experimenter. Recause of the absence of control conditions, causeeffect relations can only be inferred.

The research of Doland and

Adelberg complemented Hartup and Coates' research by arguing for
the therapeutic and educational use of peer models and sets the occasion
for more rigorously designed research investigating techniques for
furthering the development of prosocial behaviors.
Vicarious reinforcement.

The results of aforementioned studies

(Doland & Adelberg, 1967; Hartup & Coates., 1967; Sprafkin, Liebert,

& Poulos, 19751 suggest that the behavioral example of both live
and filmed prosocial peers may serve to facilitate similar behaviors
of observing children.

However, the generality of this conclusion

have been questioned by two investigations (Ascione & Beuche, 1977;
Bryan & Walbeck, 1970}.

Taken together, these studies suggest that

peer modeling effects may not endure when the model is not reinforced
for the prosocial actions which are displayed.
A study by Bryan and Walbeck (1970} investigated the contrasting
effects of a model's exhortations and actions.

The researchers were

also interested in the effects of a contradictory model (i.e., actions
different from statements} upon children's prosocial behaviors.
However, the findings of Rryan and W:albeck also served to demonstrate
the variability of peer modeling effects when power of or reinforcement
to the model was not present.
According to the findings of Bryan and Walbeck (1970}, preaching
has considerably less effect than a model's actions on the generosity
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(donations) of grade school children.

In a series of experiments,

Bryan and Walbeck exposed children to videotaped peer models who
were either consistent or inconsistent in their actions or preachings

concerning generosity.

Hodels practiced generosity by donating one

out of three earned certificates to the Harch of Dimes, or selfishness,
makeing statements like, "I don't think people ought to give money
to those children."

Other preached generosity, and made statements

such as, "People ought to give to those kids."

Finally, other models

made neutral statements, such as "This is a nice game" (p. 337).
Bryan and Walbeck found only a partial and weak replication of the
peer modeling effect in one experiment which compared model acts
to exhortations, a significant peer modeling effect with males but
not with females in another experiment which investigated model attractiveness, and no peer modeling effect in a final experiment which replicated
the

previous two experiments.

Consequently, the inconsistencies

present in their results do not yield firm conclusions regarding
the effects of modeling on the prosocial responses of children.
Bryan and W<>.lbeck cast considerable doubt on the notion
that the observation of a generous peer without reinforcement to
the model (yicarious reinforcement)_ will produce substantial behavior
change. Nevertheless., Bryan and W:albeck demonstrated that in comparison
to moral exhortations, behavioral example in the form of peer modeling
is a more potent s.ource of influence on prosocial behavior. The superiority of oehavioral example oyer moral exhortations argues for attention
to the systematic use of modeling in the facilitation of prosocial
behavior.
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Using an across-subjects multiple baseline and reversal design
with three female subjects, Ascione and Beuche (19772 investigated
the effects of peer modeling wtth or without praise and the mere

presence of a peer on donations.

By using single subject analysis,

these researchers were able to address questions of behavioral stability
and individual differences in prosocial behavior under the experimental
conditions.

The five-year-old subjects participated separately and

daily (45 sessions) in an operant task in which tokens were gained
that could be traded for candy and toys.

Unlike many measures of

prosocial behavior, the game utilized by these researchers provides
the child with numerous successive opportunities to demonstrate sharing.
In this case, children earned two tokens on each of ten trials, and
thus had 20 opportunities to share tokens during each session (900
opportunities over the course of the experiment!).

The percem:age

of tokens donated to a "poor children's bank" was the dependent measure.
Ascione and Beuche demonstrated that neither the presence of
a peer nor peer modeling alone increased the token donations of the
observing children above the baseline frequencies of donation.

It

was found that when adult praise accompanied the model's donation,
two of the observing subject& evidenced a moderate increase and one
a large increase in the percentage of donations made to poor children.
Praise of the subject's donations was found to have a substantial
and immediate influence on the maintenance of donations over time.
However, it appeared that some deterioration in the reinforcing value
of praise occurred in later sessions.
It can be tentatively concluded from the results of Ascione
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and Beuche' s study that both peer modeling with praise of the model
and praise of the subject's sharing had a facilitative influence
on the sharing behavior of an observing child,

~1hile

modeling alone

did not. Consequently, the research by Ascione and Beuche corroborates
the suggestions of Bryan and Walbeck (1970) that substantial behavior
change will not be likely with a model who is not reinforced for
positive behaviors.

Taken together, the results of these two studies

set the occasion for a systematic and methodologically sound comparison
of adult and peer modeling conditions with and without consequences
to the model.
Vicarious punishment. The studies described above have investigated
the effects of prosocial peer models upon the prosocial behaviors
of an observing child.

What effect would the viewing of a nonsharing

child who is punisned for not sharing have on an observing child?
Morris, 11arshall, and Miller (1973)_ ttypothesized that sharing as
assessed by· candy donations would be greater by children who observed
a nonsharing peer model being punished (verbal reprimands, withdrawal
of toys) as compared with children in a control group.

The researchers

used a 4 X 2 factorial design with four modeling conditions and two
socializing agents (disciplining adults) protrayed on videotape.
The four conditions included (1)_ a model wno refused to snare and
was punished, (2) an interaction involving no sharing or punishment,
(3)_ a model who refused to share, and (41 a model who was punished
only.

Additionally, it was nypothesized that sharing would be greater

when the socializing agent (disciplining adultl in the film and the
experimenter were identical than when they were different. Hence,
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half the children in each modeling condition were exposed to an experimenter who was identical to the disciplining adult they saw on the film,
while the other half were exposed to a disciplining adult who was
different from the experimenter.
Subjects were 112 first and second grade girls (mean age= 7.5
years).

The subjects were brought individually to the experimental

room and were assigned to one of the eight experimental conditions
by order of their arrival.

The experimenter asked each child three

standardized questions related to demographic information and requested
that each child watch the televisl.on .

Then the experimenter left

the room while an assistant presented a videotape of a modeling condition.
At the conclusion of the videotape, the experimenter re-entered the
experimental setting and gave the subject a bag containing 100 M&M's.
The experimenter suggested that the subject leave "some candy for
children coming later" and pointed to a bowl on the table.

The experi-

menter remained i.n the room until the subject decided what to do
with the candy, i.e., the subject was requested to make a public
donation.

Morris et al. indicated that the children in the "nonsharing, punished"
and "punishment only" groups shared more than the "nonsharing, no
outcome" and control groups.

No main effect was found for the socializing

agent, therefore, it made no difference whether the experimenter
was the same person as i n the taped modeling scenes.

Although the

findings of the study supported the hypothesis that sharing will
be more frequent in children who observe a nonsharing peer model
being punished as compared to a control group, the results were
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confusing, since children shared

~ore

than controls when they simply

were punished verbally for no reason (noncontingent punishmentl.
In a second experiment, the researchers attempted to

deter~ine

whether noncontingent punis.funent (_verbal reprimand, withdrawal of
toys}_ of the model, as compared with contingent punishment of the model,
served to increase the probability of positive social behaviors of
the observer, even though the behavior being punished was omitted
from the film.

It was hypothesized that the child may acquire a

"generalized caution" to avoid adult reprimands.

Helping in the

form of sorting papers, rather than sharing, was used as the dependent
variable.

Morris et al. indicated thai: the viewing of noncontingent

punishment to a model resulted in a generalized inhibitory effect
on antisocial behaviors (i.e ., not helping} thus causing increased
helping.

Contingent vicarious punishment did not increase helping

aliove the control conditions in the second experiment yielding results
inconsistent with the firs.t experiment.
In summary, the research of Morris, Marshall, and Miller extended
the demonstrations of peer model influence on the prosocial behaviors
of children, and pointed out that vicarious punishment of a model's
antisocial behaviors (!lonsharing, nonhelpingl may facilitate the
sharing behaviors of an observing child (Jlut not always, as shown
in Experiment 22_.
Generalization of Prosocial Behavior
Training of a speci:fic liehavior in one setting with one individual
may transfer to other settings with. other individuals or may not.
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Some researchers (e.g., Sanok

&

Striefel, 19.79.1 have shown that specific

programming techniques may lle necessary· to facilitate the transfer
of training effects to other settings and to seemingly similar responses.
Host behavioral research concerning prosocial behavior has involved
the identification and selective training of a specific response
and assessment of the training effects by measurement of the
subsequent frequency of the same response.

For example, Sprafkin

et al. (1975) trained subjects to help a puppy and assessed whether
subjects later "helped puppies."

Elliot and Vasta (1970) tra1.ned

children to donate candy and observed other donations

(~andy,

pennies,

toys! at another time.
Correlational studies suggest that generalization of prosocial
behavior training may occur across responses and situations.

Research

evidence shows a significant relationship between situational laboratory
tests employing behavioral measures and naturalistic observations
or sociometric ratings of prosocial behavior.

Specifically, children's

donation rates in a laboratory- to "charity" or "poor children" relate

positively to prosocial behaviors in home and school settings, and
consequently, laboratory donations may be predictive of prosocial
behavior in different settings.

For example, four-year-old boys

who demonstrated generous behaviors in the sharing of candy were
independently rated by nursery school teachers as high in generosity
and kindness (Rutherford & Hussen, 19681.

Similarly, Rubin and Schneider

(19.732 found that among 7-year-olds, measures of generosity (donations
to charity}_ and indice.s of helping Behavior (amount of work done
for pe.ersl were_ significantly correlated (J- = .40, 1'. <. 011. Finally,
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donations in a highly controlled laboratory setting have Been found
to predict charity in the classroom setting (Midlarsky
Research evidence lends

suO~tantial

&

Bryan, 1972}.

support to a cross-situational

consistency hypothesis with. regard to prosocial behaviors (}!ussen

& Eisenberg-Berg, 19771.

lfowever, it is not known whether the consisten-

c-r of pros.ocial responding is a product of a history of training
on each individual behavior or training on a few behaviors with generalization across other responses and settings.
Response generalization

(~he

transfer of training effects across

different responses} has only recently been examined. In a study
comparing the use of modeling and social reinforcement on any report
or true reports of sharing, Rogers-Warren and Baer (1976} found that
preschool children generalized sharing to another setting to a limited
extent.

Elliot and Vasta (19701 found that training the donation

of candy generalized to the donation of pennies but not to the donation
of toys.

Finally, Barton and Ascione. (1979) found a unidirectional

effect in that training in verbal sharing (requests, compliance,
invitations, or acceptance af invitations to sharel generalized to
physical sharing, out training in physical sharing did not generalize
to verbal sharing.

The. present study investigated whether the training

of donation behavior in one setting produced an increase in volunteering
and helping within a generalization setting highly similar to the
training setting.
To summar ize this review, peer prosocial modeling includes live
(Hartup
&

&

Coates, 191i7; Doland AdelBerg, l967I. or televised (}:lliot

Vasta, 19JO; Sprafldn, Lie.bert,

&

Poulos, 197SI. models· as compared
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with no model conditions.

A history of reinforcing interactions between

the peer model and observer may influence the effectiveness of the
model, i.e., the likelihood that the model's actions will be imitated
(Hartup & Coates, 19672.

Additionally, a ver5al description of the

modeled scene when paired with reward of a peer ·model may produce
a greater level of prosocial behavior by children than conditions
not using a verbal description.

Ascione and Beuche (1977) and

Bryan and Walbeck (1970)_ questioned the effectiveness of peer modeling
in the absence of reinforcement to the model by demonstrating that
peer modeling alone did not produce increased prosocial behavior
in children.

Morris, Marshall, & Miller (1973) further examined

the extent of vicarious influences by demonstrating that punishment
of the model's nonsharing behaviors. could increase the sharing of
observing children.

Available information concerning the generalization

of prosocial responses across settings, trainers, or responses indicates

that generalization occurs in a limited way without special programming .
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STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM
In this dissertation, the relative effects of peer and adult

models on the facilitation of prosocial behaviors were investigated.
Specifically, it was asked whether peer modeling of prosocial actions
is more influential than adult lllOdeling under otherwise identical
conditions in a laboratory setting.

The importance of a comparison

of peer and adult influences on prosocial behavior is twofold.

First,

it has been demonstrated by the research reviewed earlier that at
some points in development, or in specific situations, the similari.ty
Between the physical and personal attributes of the model and the
observer may lllake the model's behavior more likely to be imitated.
Specifically, does the similarity lietween the model and the observer
serve to facilitate imitation of prosocial behaviors?
Second, although. the potency of peer influence on the · acquisition
and facilitation of maladaptive and deviant behavior has been well
documented, the systematically programmed effects of peers on prosocial
behaviors has been largely ignored.

In a recent book examining the

development of prosod:al behaviors in children, the authors noted
the absence of research. involving peer prosocial models
Eisenberg-Berg, 19.77)_.

~ussen

&

Clearly, children have 5een found useful

in the. enhance)llent of prosocial dispositions of their classmates
in cultures such as that of the Soviet Union (aronfenbrenner, 1963}.
Thus, the present research_ s.erved to fill a gap in the child development
literature.

oy

extending the findings of studies of peer influence,

and soecifically peer lllOdeling, on the facilitation of prosocial
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behavior.
Further, in the present research, tf:te effectiveness of us.ing
rewards to a prosocial model (vicarious renforcement l.n relation

to the observer} was also empirically tested.

Elliot and Vasta (1970)

have challenged the necessity for rewards in this respect; however,
as previously noted, their study is methodologically weak.

Elliot

and Vasta's findings are particularly disturbing in light of the
substantial evidence to the contrary in other areas of behavioral
development (e.g., Bandura, 1965; Kanfer, 1965; Parke & Walters,

1967)_.

Bandura (1969) has noted that "there is considerable evidence

that the behavior of observers can oe substantially modified as a
function of witnessing the other people's behavior and i.ts consequences
for them" (p. 301.

Two studies 0\.scione & Beuche, 1977; Bryan &

1-laloeck, 19701 tentatively concluded that reinforcement of the model
may be the

~

variable facilitating prosocial behavior when combined

with a peer model.

Therefore, a definitive clarification of the

effects of reinforcement to prosocial models is a timely addition
to the literature.
In selecting the · age group for the present dissertation, two
factors entered into the decision.

First, for comparioility to previous

research, children in the second and third grades were best suited
for this investigation, since the majority of research studies used
this age group.

Second, peers aegin to exert a significant influence

during the early elementary years, which. may rival or complement
that of adults

(~rtup,

19701.

The present dissert:ation addres-s es the effects of
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the variables of model similarity (peer and adult)_ and vi carious
reinforcement on the prosocial Bel'laviors of early elementary school
children in a laboratory setting.

Based on the reviewed research

of these two variables, it was hypothesized in the present study
that treatment effects would be obtained in the following order:
Sharing + Reinforcement greater than Sharing + No Reinforcement greater
than Nonsharing + No Reinforcement less than or equal to the Control
group.

Peer models were expected to have a greater influence on

imitative behavior than adult models.

Finally, generalized prosocial

responding as measured by two additional behavioral measures (volunteering,
helping} was expected to follow a similar order and to be influenced
to a greater extent by peer as compared to adult models.
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METHOD

SUBjects

Following approval of tne study fly the Utah State University
lfuman SuBject's Protection Committee (septemBer 25, 19781 and the
Logan City Board of Education Pupil Personnel Director (December
21, 19J8l, class lists were obtained for second and third graders
attending Logan City schools.

A letter describing the research was

sent to each child's parents reques.ting permission for their child's
participation.

The letter (_!\ppendix A) provided the parents with

essential information on which they could base their decision regarding
their child's participation.

Bl.
'1

A consent form was also included (Appendix

Of the 505 letters sent to the parents of potential participants,

C. 02%1

were undeliverable.

Of 291 (59%) consent forms returned,

253 (!37%) indicated parental permission and 38 (13%) refused permission.
The su5j ect pool of 253 children included 124 males and 129 females.
Forty boys and forty girls were selected randomly from each grade
level (total N = 160).

Parents were then contacted by telephone

to arrange the scheduling of their child's participation (See Research
s·chedule, Appendix C).

Before a child Is participation in the study

hegan, the experimenter or an aide briefly described the task to
the child and the potential su5j ect had the right to participate
or not participate in the study, as he/she chose.

Children were

transported after school to the research laboratory and were randomly

ass-igned to one of seven treatment groups prior to the start of the
experiment.
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Experimental Design
A 2 (sex of subjectl X2(Jilock1 X 7 (six model-reinforcement groups
and control} factorial design was used.

This design was s·elected

since the assumptions of the analysi:s of variance can be appropriately
fulfilled when a control group is treated as a comparison group rather
than as· a level within an independent variable category as previously
designed.

Consequently, the design permitted comparison£ between each

model-reinforcement condition and the control group.

For ethical

reasons, a condition in which a model exhibited nonsharing with reinforcement to the model (L e. , nonsharing + reinforcement l was not employed
in the study, since the observer might have acquired behaviors incongruent
with societal norms.

The design also permitted a compartson of the

treatment groups with respect to differential sex effects.

Finally,

to determine the reliability of treatment effects across time, subjects
were organized into two sequential blocks.

Thus, one half of the

subjects (5 in each treatment group; 10 in the control groupl individually
participated in the experiment prior to the second half doing likewise.
Consequently, a repU.cation of the experiment was conducted.

A summary

of the experimental design and the number of subjects assigned to
each group is presented in Table 1.
Setting, Apparatus, and Materi.als
The study used facilities available at the Utah State University's
Exceptional Child Center.

Equipment was housed in an experimental

room 20 X 22 feet Oi X 6. 6m1 which included a one-way mirror and

Table
Independent Variables and Subject Distribution
(2 X 7 factorial design)

Peer Sharing
Model +

Pee r Shar-ing
/>lode!

+

Peer Nonsharing
Hodel +

Adult SharJng
Model +

Adult Shar log
Hodel +

Adult Nonsha ring
Mad e J

+

No
Na d e l

Co nt.rol
Reinforceme nt.

No Reinforc e me nt

No Reinforcement

Re inf orcement.

No Reinfor ce ment

No Reinforcement.

Hale

10

10

10

10

10

10

20

Fe male

10

10

10

10

10

10

20

..,.
"'
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overhead microphones and allowed observation of the child from an
adjacent room.

A television monitor with a concealed Sony Videorecorder

mounted on top of a sharing apparatus was used to present the modeling
tapes.

The electromeclianically controlled sharing apparatus was

designed to deliver tokens to the child contingent upon the child's
responses on a 5utton C,;ee Figure 1).

When the out ton was pressed

five times, two tokens were delivered through a chute.

Those tokens

retained by the child could be traded for pennies, candy, trinkets,
or toys at the end of the experimental session.

Boxes located at

each side of the sharing apparatus were used to store tokens which
the child deposited. Microswitches in the boxes triggered a counter
in the adjacent room which recorded the number of tokens deposited.
Modeling and Control Films
In the modeling conditions, ten-minute videotapes were used
to depict the model's Behavior.
of four components:

The content of each tape consisted

()l an introduction of the sharing game and

instructions on how to play the. sharing game; (2) two peer or adult
demonstrations of the sharing game, one by a male and another by
the female, with subsequent sharing or nonsharing of tokens;

(3)

contingent reinforcement or nonreinforcement, whichever was appropriate,

o£ the model's sharing and
playing the game.

(41 an instruction for the child to Begin

Variations within the modeling tapes in accordance

with the experimental conditions are described 5elow.
In the control condition, an eight-minute videotape was used.
The subjects in the control condition viewed an eight-minute Sesame
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Street program which depicted neither prosocial nor antisocial behavior.
Three judges, naive as to the purpose of the study, were asked to rate
the eight-minute tape and recorded no instances of prosocial and
antisocial behavior.

Since all the judges agreed

that~

occurrences

of these behaviors were present in the tape, the cartoon was considered
suitable for use in the study.

The control tape served to hold constant

variables associated with viewing videotapes and to provide identical
i nstructions for gaining tokens across treatment groups.

Thus, in

both modeling and control films, the introduction of the sharing
game, the instructions on how to play the sharing game, and the instruction for the subject to begin playing the game, were identical.
Omitted from the control tape were the treatment variables including
peer or adult modeling, sharing or nonsharing incidents, and the
contingent consequences for those behaviors.

The components of the

treatment and c·ontrol films are summarized in Table 2.

Descriptions

of the treatment tapes will be presented below.
Confederates
Peer or adult models were required for each of the modeling
tapes.

Two questions could be raised: What constitutes a peer?

How should peers be presented on the treatment tapes?

Peers possess

stimulus properties different in many ways from those of adults.
For example, their activity is often fast paced and their voices
higher in pitch (Rheingold & Eckerman, 1975).

Peership in this

study was characterized by similarity in chronological age.

1

1Lewis et al. (1975) have raised the general question of whether
neership should be based on function or age . An example of categorizing neers by function would be to consider all children peers if
they could all climb a tree. Other subsets of peers would be determined by the task or skill demonstrated. The utility of this approach
has not been demonstrated.
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Peers and adults in the present study were differentiated by the
stimulus uroperties (e.g., dress, size, voice quality) associated
with age differences.
To serve as adult models, a male and female, in their midtwenties were solicited from the University community.

To serve as

ueer models, two third graders, a male and a female, were solicited
from outside the Logan school district which assured a lack of
recognition by the participants in the study.

All models had

no prior involvement in psychological research and were naive
regarding the purposes of the study at the time of the taping.

Each child was transported individually to the Exceptional Child
Center from his/her home by an undergraduate or graduate student.
Children were randomly assigned to one of the seven experimental
conditions by order of their arrival at the experimental setting
with the sequence of treatments also being randomlv determined.
The child was taken to the laboratory and was met by the experimenter.
After introducing himself, the experimenter asked the child his/
her name, grade, and the name of his/her teacher for verification
purposes.

After asking the child to be seated in front of the auparatus,

the experimenter directed the child's attention to the television
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monitor, and instructed the child in the following manner (referring
to the apparatus pictured in Figure l}:
I would like you to play a game for a little while.

A

movie on this television (experimenter pointed to the
monitor) will teach you how to play the game. . Watch the
whole movie carefully because it's very important that
you be correct in everything you see, hear, and do.

First,

you will be watching the movie until it is finished.

Then,

this green light will come on (experimenter pointed) and you
will play a game.
movie is finished.

The game will not work until after the
I have to leave for awhile, but I will

be back soon after you watch the movie and play the game.
The experimenter then returned to the observation room and turned
on the videotape recorder .

No further contact occurred between the

experimenter and the child until the experimental session had ended.
Introduction
Both the modeling and control conditions portrayed on tape were
introduced with the following narration:
Rella .

We are testing a new button pressing game, and we

need your help.
First, I will show you how to play the game.
be able. to play the game yourself.

Then you will

If I press this button

a lot of times when the light is on, tokens will come out of
the chute (the narrator pointed to the button, the green
light, and the chute).
Watch.

): will press the button a lot of times and the

tokens come out of the chute.

(The narrator pressed the

SQ

button five times, tokens dropped into the tray, the
narrator picked up th.e tokens, and held the tokens in
plain sight.)

When you a re done, the tokens may be traded for

prizes, like pennies or candies or small toys (The camera
panned a variety of these items.)

The more tokens you have,

the bigger and better the prizes you will be able to get.

When you win tokens, you may take the tokens and keep them
for yourself.

This bank is yours (the narrator pointed to

the bank on the left side of the apparatus) .

The tokens

you keep for yourself go here (the narrator indicated the
location of the slot).

Or, you may give your tokens to the

poor children in Logan, and the tokens for the poor children
go here (the narrator pointed to the bank on the right side
of the apparatus and indicated the location of the slot).
You can put both tokens in your own bank,

~

own bank and one in the poor children's bank,

one Jn your
~both

tokens

in the poor children's bank (the narrator held the tokens
over the Banks in the order the alternatives were mentioned).
The green light won't come on again until both tokens are
put in the holes.

Now you can't play the game yet, you

·must wait and watch this movie first.
Modeling Conditions
Following the introduction of the sharing game and the instructions
on how to play the sharing game, the narrator said to the subjects
in the modeling conditions:
Now, I would like you to watch closely so you will be able
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to play the game too.
Children assigned to the modeling conditions then observed both
a male and a female model each perform ten successive trials of button

pressing, receiving two tokens on each of the trials after five responses
on the button.

Half of the children observed peer models, and half

of the children observed adult models.

The variation among treatment

conditions was determined by whether or not the models shared and
by the statements made to the models (by the narrator) following
the models' sharing, or nansharing.

The treatment conditions are

presented below:
Sharing model + reinforcement.

All children exposed to the

Sharing Model + Reinforcement treatment condition saw the model place
one or bath of his/her taken(sl won on each trial into the poor children's
bank, after gaining the tokens.

In an attempt to make the winning

of tokens and token donations to the poor children more salient,
statements by the models were included before and during the game.
Prior to the first trial, the model said:
If I win any tokens. today, I'm going to give some to the
poor children.

The man said I didn't have to, but I

it would Be a good idea.

think

It will make the poor children

happy.
The distribution of tokens and statements of the sharing model
are presented in TaBle 3.
After the sharing model completed ten trials in which either
one or two tokens were donated to the "poor children", the adult
male narrator entered the scene, emptied the poor children's bank,
and made the following praising statement:

Table 3
Distribution of Tokens and Statements of the Sharing Model
Model 1
Trial

Model 2
Trial

Upon Acquisition
of Tokens

1,7

6

I won two tokens.

1

1

I think we should give some
tokens to poor children.

2,8

5

Won again.

0

2

It ' s good to donate to poor
children .

3,9

4,10

Oh boy! More tokens!

1

1

Yes sir, people ought to share
with other people.

4,10

3,9

Won again.

0

2

I think we should give tokens
to poor children.

5

2,8

Won another time .

1

1

People should help other
people.

6

1,7

I won two tokens.

0

2

Yes sir, people ought to
share with other people.

Tokens
Retained

Tokens
Donated

Upon Distribution
of Tokens

"'
N
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It was nice for you to share the tokens you won with the
poor children.

If you do something nice for someone else,

it shows you are a good person.

That was a very nice thing

for you to do.
Another sharing model opposite in sex from the first model then
performed ten trials in a similar manner.

Overall in the Sharing

+Reinforcement condition, thirty out of forty tokens earned, or

757., were shared by the models.
Sharing model +no reinforcement.

All children exposed to the

Sharing + No Reinforcement treatment condition saw the model place
one or both of his/her tokens won on each trial into the poor children's
bank after gaining the tokens. In an attempt to make the winning
of the tokens and token donations to the poor salient, statements
by the ·mo.dels were included before and during the game.

Prior to

the first trial, the model said:
If I win any tokens today, I 1 m going to give some to the

poor children.

The man said I didn't have to, but I think

it would be a good idea.

It will make the poor children

happy.
The distribution of tokens and statements made by the sharing
model are presented in Table 3.
After the model completed ten trials in which either one or
tw:o tokens had Been donated to the "poor children's bank", the adult
male narrator entered the scene, emptied the poor children's bank,
and said the following:
It looks like you are done with the game.
trytng our game.

Thank you for
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Another sharing model, opposite in sex from the first model,
then performed the trials in a similar manner.

Overall, in the Sharing

+No Reinforcement condition, thirty out of forty tokens earned,
or 757., were shared by the models .
Nonsharing model + no rei.nforcement.

All children exposed to

the Nonsharing Model + No Reinforcement treatment condition saw the
model fail to donate to the "poor children."

In other words, the

model placed all gained tokens into his or her bank.

Prior to the

first trial, the model said:
If I win any tokens today, I'm going to put the tokens
in may own bank.

The man said I didn't have to give some

to the poor children.

I think i t would be good to keep

the. tokens for myself today.
In an attempt to make the winning of tokens and token donations
co self 111ore salient, statements. by the models were included before
and during the game.

The distribution of tokens and statements of

the nonsharing model are presented in Table 4.
After the model completed ten trials in which no tokens were
donated to tlie "poor children's bank", the adult male narrator entered
the scene, emptied the model's bank, and said the following:
It looks like you are done with the game.

Thank you for

trying our game.
Another nonsfiaring model opposite in sex from the first model
then performed ten trials in a similar manner.

Overall in the Nonsharing

+No Reinforcement condition, no tokens were shared by the models.

Table 4
Distribution of Tokens and Statements of the Nonsharing Model
Tokens
Retained

Tokens
Donated

Upon Distribution
of Tokens

Model 1
Trial

Model 2
Trial

Upon Acquisition
of Tokens

1,7

6

I won two tokens.

2

0

I think I'll keep these
two tokens.

2,8

5

Won again.

2

0

I ' m going to put these
in my bank.

3,9

4,10

Oh boy! More tokens!

2

0

Yes sir, these go in my

bank.
4,10

3,9

Won again.

2

0

These will go into my
bank .

5

2,8

Won another time

2

0

I think I ' ll hold onto
these tokens.

6

1,7

I won two tokens.

2

0

I think I'll keep these
tokens.

"'"'

56

Final Instructions
Following the two demonstrations of the sharing game with subsequent
sharing or nonsharing of the earned tokens by the model and contingent
reinforcement or no reinforcement of the model, or the Sesame Street
program in the control condition, the narrator once again appeared
on the film and said to the child:
Now it is your turn to play the button pressing game.

You

may start when the green light come on (Note: A green light
remained illuminated on the machine until 30 trials were
completed by the child}.

Don't forget, you have to put the

two tokens in a bank so that the machine will work again.
Don't forget, you can put both tokens in your own bank,

~

one tn your bank and one in the poor children's bank, 2£
both tokens in the poor children's bank.

It's time

for the movie to end and for you to start playing the game.
Look at your game to see if the green light is turned
on.

Goodbye.

On each trial, the response button remained inoperative until
both tokens were deposited.

During each trial, automatic recording

equi'pment registered tne placement of each token.
completed when 30 trials had elapsed.

The session was

Thus each child had the opportuni-

ty to donate up to 6Q tokens.
Generalization Measures
At the end of the donation session (signalled by the session
ligftt going off and the response button becoming inoperative),
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generalization of the experimental and control condition effects
was assessed across two types of prosocial behavior.

Specifically,

the effects of the treatment manipulat:ions were not only measured
by the donations of subjects, but were also assessed using two qualitatively
different measures of prosocial behavior.

Subjects were given the

opportunity to engage in two structured "helping" opport:unities immediately following the donation session, but prior to the exchange of
their earned tokens.

This ordering of events prevented the intervention

of extraneous variables (e.g., experimenter praise of sharing) that
conceivably could affect the dependent measures.

The measures of

prosocial helping behavior had been useful in previous studies of
prosocial behavior (Green & Schneider, 1974), and included: (a) volunteering free time to work for needy children and (b) offering physical
assistance, or help, to the experimenter.
Following the donation session, the experimenter re-entered
the experimental room and said to the subject:
It looks like you are done with the game.
Volunteering. The experimenter then explained to the subject
that he was working on a project to help poor children and said:
We are putting together books for poor children to use in
school because these poor children don't have many books
to learn from.
The experimenter went to a small table, also located in the experiment:al room, on which there were stacks. of printed paper and book
covers.

The experimenter showed the child how the books were to

be assemBled.

The experimenter then asked the child if he/she wanted

to work. on the project.
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I am working with another person putting books together for
poor children.

I am asking children if they would like

to help to put these books together for the poor children.
The work will be done in your home after school for 15
-minutes each. day,

Wbuld you like to volunteer to help?

If the child replied yes, the experimenter then asked:
Would you like to work for 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, or 7 days?
Then the experimenter said:
I am going to write down your name.
Helping. The experimenter then picked up one of six unsharpened
pencils lying near the table's edge.
had to sharpen the pencil.

He stood up and said that he

As he rose, he "accidentally" knocked

the other pencils off the table onto the floor.

He said "Oh, no",

but made no attempt to pick up the pencils, and left the experimental
room to go to the pencil sharpener in the hallway.

Upon returning

(3Q seconds laterl, if the child had not picked up the pencils, the

experimenter slowly picked up one, starting with the one farthest
from the child, i.e., gave a manual prompt.

From the time the pencils

were dropped to the time the experimenter wrote down the child's
name, the experimenter said nothing to the child, except to thank
the child if he/she picked up the pencils.
Following the three measures of prosocial behavior (i.e., donations,
v olunteering, helping)_ the tokens were removed only from the child's
bank and were exchanged for pennies, toys, and/or candy.
equaled one penny in value.

Each token

The experimenter commented on the donations

made to the poor children's bank, if any were made, and made a statement
such as "It was nice for you to share your tokens with the poor
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children."

Each child was given another small toy in addition to

their winnings for participating in the study.

Before leaving the

experimental setting, the children were told the reasons for the

study, and had any of their questions answered.

Additionally, they

were told that the experimenter had just been contacted by the other
person working on the "book project" and that children would not
be needed to help anymore.

However, the experimenter thanked each

child for whatever time they said they would have volunteered.
Behavioral Measures of Prosocial Behavior
The response measures used in the study were (a} frequency of
donations =de by the subjects to the "poor children's bank", ranging
from 0 to 60 tokens, (Q} the mean number of work periods volunteered,
and (c) the number of subjects picking up pencils.

In the remaining

discussion, the three variables will be referred to as donations,
volunteering, and helping.

The frequency of donations was recorded

by electromechanical equipment.

The subject's score on volunteering

free time to work for needy children could range from 0 (a child
who refused to volunteer2 to 7 (a child who volunteered for seven
day·s [.

The third response II!easure, helping, was based on whether

the subject picked up one or more of the pencils dropped by the experimenter before the experimenter returned to the room o' after a manual
prompt ·(scored as helping), or did not (scored as not helping).
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RESULTS
The data for the dependent measures of donations, volunteering,

and helping are discussed in order.

Preliminary inspection of the

data revealed few differences attributable to sex of subject or block;
however, these variables were entered in the subsequent analyses
to verify visual inspection.
Tokens donated and kept by each child were permanently recorded
by electromechanical equipment.

Prior to the subject trading in

his/her tokens for the backup reinforcers, the tokens in the banks
were counted, serving as a second check for the number of tokens
donated.

All data were recorded on an individual data collection

sheet along with any comments by the child following the experiment
(_See Appendix D).
Two undergraduate students naive to the purposes of the study

performed independent ratings for a randomly selected 20%
(N = 32) of the subjects on the three prosocial behavioral
measures.

Suoject responses for helping and volunteering were scored

as the subject was oBserved through a one-way mirror.

Token donations

were recounted after the subj act had left the laboratory.

Across

all treatment and control conditions, 100% accuracy was obtained
for the reliability samples.

The high percentage of agreement reflects

the objective nature of the dependent variables.
Token Donations
Each chi:ld earned 60 tokens during the 30 trials of the button
pressing game.

In sharing conditions, behavioral performance that
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matched that demonstrated by the model was exhibited when a child
donated 75%, or 45 out of 60 tokens.

In the nonsharing conditions,

behavioral performance which matched the model's performance was demonstrated by donating no tokens.
The mean number of tokens donated in each treatment group as
compared with the control group are shown in Figure 2.

Token donations

in the Peer Sharing + Reinforcement group were highest as compared
to all other groups.

Donations were higher in groups observing a

sharing peer or adult model who was reinforced than who was not reinforced
with the exception of the male group with adult models. Donations
were lowest and substantially below the control group in the Peer
Nonsharing +No Reinforcement group.
A 2 (sex of subject} X 2 (block) X 7 (six combined model-reinforce.ment treatment groups; control group) analysis of variance was performed
on token donations and partially confirmed the visual inspection
of Figure 2.

The obtained

! values and corresponding signif i cance

levels are presented in Table 5.
cally significant (F =

8.~7,

The main effect of group was statisti-

_£_< .001).

Because a main effect was found for group, an additional analysis
of variance was conducted in which the factors of model (peer and
adult}_ and treatment condition (Sharing+ Reinforcement, Sharing
+No Reinforcement, Nonsharing +No Reinforcement} were separated.
Thus, a 2 (!>lock}_ X 2 (!Dodell X 3 (treatment condition) analysis
of variance was conducted.

The oBtained F values and corresponding

significance levels are presented in Table 6.

The results revealed

main effects- for treatment condition, F = 14.55, _£_< .001; and model,
F

= 4.5~,

_£_ <.05.

The overall effect of model although important
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Figure 2.

Mean number of tokens donated for each group.

Dashed

line indicates the mean donation level of the male and female control
groups combined.
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Talile 5
Summary· of Analysis of Variance
fo r Token Donations

Source of
Variation

Sex of Subject
Treatment
Block
Sex X Treatment

Significance
Level

ss

df

11.56

1

11.56

.11

5860.87

6

976.81

8.97

l

63.76

.58

NS

63.76

MS

!_ Value

NS
.E.<. 001

851.27

6.

141.88

1. 30

NS

79.80

1

79.81

. 73

NS

1055.67

6

175.95

1. 61

NS

Sex X Treatment X 349..42
Block
Error
14377.10

6

58 .24

.53

NS

132

108.92

Sex X Block
Treatment X Block

65
Talile 6
Summary of Analysis of Variance for Token Donations
with Model and Condition as Separate Variables

Source of
Variation

ss

Condition

3622.62

Model
Condition X
Model
Error

df

2

572 . 03

Significance
Level

MS

F Value

1811. 31

14.55

.E.< .001

5 72. 03

4.59

.E.<. 05

6.62

.E. <.05

1649.72

2

824.86

11952.00

96

124.50

is difficult to examine due to che divergent effects of the peer
model in the reinforcement and no reinforcement conditions.

However,

the main effect for model can be more fruitfully examined in the
context of the statistically significant treatment condition X model
interaction effect, F = 6.62, .E. <.05.

Speci.fically, the treatment

group viewing a peer model who did not share and who was not reinforced
tended to have lower token donations than other treatment groups.
Newman-Keuls pairwise comparisons were made of the combined
model and r~.nforcement treatment groups and control group conditions.

2

2
Tne Newman- Keuls multiple comparison technique was selected as
the method of choice for a number of reasons . In the Newman-Keuls
method, alpha is .05 for each individual null hypothesis tested, i.e.,
a contrast based error rate. In the Dunn, Dunnett, Tukey, Marascuilo,
and Scheffemethods, alpha is .05 for the entire set or family of
hypotheses found in the experiment, i.e. , an experiment liased error
rate. The Newman-Keuls method is recommended for pair-wise comparisons
and is considered to be the most powerful for detecting differences
between pairs of means.
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Once again, for token donations, all groups differed significantly
from the Peer Nonsharing + No Reinforcement condition (l!_ <. 05)_.
No statistically signiftcant differences were found among all other
groups·, consequently, from a statistical viewpoint all other treatment
conditions had donations at approximately equal levels with some
ao.ove and llelow the untreated control group.
Indiyidual data are presented in Appendices E and F.
donations ranged from Q to 60 tokens donated across groups.

Actual
Groups

viewing adult and peer models who did not share and were not reinforced
for their llehaviors were the only groups evidencing instances of
zero token donations for some sulljects.

Additionally, the adult

nonsharing and no reinforcement group was the only group evidencing
instances (N

~

21 of total generosity, i.e., all tokens being donated.
Volunteering

The mean number of work periods volunteered in both the treatment
and control groups are

sho~

in Table 7.

Little variation is apparent

in volunteering among the treatment groups, however, volunteering
among treatment groups wa? higlier overall as compared wtth volunteering
in the control group.
A 2 G;ex of subj ect:L X 2 Q>lockl X 7 (six combined model-reinforce.ment treatment groups·; control group)_ analysis of variance was performed
on volunteering and confirmed the visual analysis from Table 7.
The oBtained

!. values and corresponding signifi.cance levels are presented

in Table 8.

The main effect for group was statistically significant

CF

4.70, .E. <.01)_.

To further examine. the nature of the differences, Ne.wman-Keuls

Table 7
Mean Number of Work Periods Volunteered
(Range= 0 to 7 work periods; mean value represents 5 subjects
in treatment groups; 10 subjects in control group}

Pe e[" Sha ring +
Reinforcemt:nt

Peer Sharing +
No Relnforce went

Peer Nonshar i.ng +
No Reinf o rcement

Adult Shari ng +
Reinforcement.

Adult Sharing +
No Reinforcement

Adult NonsharJng +
No Reinfor cement

No HodeJ
Control

Hale

Block A

6.0

6.4

6. 0

6.2

) .o

6.4

4. 0

Block B

) .0

4.8

6.4

5.4

5.4

6. 2

4.5

C0111bJned

6.5

5.6

6.2

5.8

6. 2

6. 3

4.2

Female

!Hock A

6.4

5.4

5.8

) .o

5.0

6.8

3.6

Block 8

4.6

6.4

5.8

6.8

5.6

5. 6

5 .)

CombJned

5.5

5.9

5.8

6.9

5.3

6. 2

4. 6

5.)

6. 2

4.4

Overall

6.0

5.)

6.0

6.3

a-

"
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Table 8
Sunnnary- of Analysis of Variance
for Volunteering Work

Source of
Variation

df

MS

F Value

Significance
Level

. 02

1

.02

.01

79.80

6

13.30

4. 70

.10

1

.10

. 03

NS

17.97

6

3.00

1. 06

NS

3. 02

1

3. 02

1. 07

NS

Treatment X Block

23.20

6

3 . 87

l. 36

NS

Sex X Treatment X
Block

29.. 57

6

4. 93

1. 74

NS

373.80

132

2.83

Sex of subject
Treatment
Block
Sex X Treatment
Sex X Block

Error

NS

.E.< .001
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pairwise comparisons were conducted.

For volunteering, all groups

differed significantly from the control group (E.< . OS).

No statistically

significant differences were found among all other groups, consequently,

all treatment groups volunteered at approximately equal levels and
differed substantially from the control group.

The numBer of children helping the experimenter to pick up one
or more pencils after the staged accident are shown in Table 9.
Only one child helped to pick up pencils following the experimenter's
manual prompt.

Consequently, for data analysis purposes, this child

was considered as having helped.

More children (11 out of 20) in

the Peer Sharing + Reinforcement group provided assistance to the
experimenter than in any other group.

In all other groups with the

exception of Adult Nonsharing +No Reinforcement, the number of children
providing assistance to the experimenter was approximately equal
(about 8 out of 201.

In the Adult Nonsharing +No Reinforcement

group, only 3 out of 20 children assisted the experimenter.

Few

females (1. out of 10)_ assisted the experimenter in Both the Peer
and Adult Nonsharing + No Reinforcement groups.
Since the helping data were composed of frequencies in discrete
categories, the chisquare ~- test was applicable and used. Specifically,
a 2 X 7 chi square analysis comparing the dichotomous variable of
helping (yes,no) across the model-reinforcement conditions and control
group was made for each sex.

No statistically significant differences

were found between the groups for the helping variable for males

ex~ 4.1'1, df

= 6, E. >.051_ or for females

C~= 7.26, df

= 6, E_>.OS)

Table 9
Number of Subjects Helping Experimenter Following
Pencil Dropping Accident

l'eer Sharing +
l{einforcewent

Peer Sha ring +
Peer Nonsllddng +
No Reinforcement No Reinforcement

Adult Sharing
Reinforcement

+

Adult Shctring

+

No Re l n forcement

Adult Nonsharing

+

No Rein forcement

Hale

Block A
Bl oc k 8
Corab ined

F ~na le

Bl oc k A
Blo c k ll
Cot•bin ed

Over all

8

11

a

S ince control group data were bused o n 40 subjects for s t atistical purposes as compa r ed co 20 subject:s in each of
the treauoem: co nditions , 1c J s diffi c uJ t t o pr ese nt the daua in t abular f orm for CO!Aparison purposes. Seven t een s u bjects
o ut of 40 ltelped the experimenter following the penc il dropping acc idenc. This ratio 18 le ss tha n the Sharing + Rei nf o rce111ent gr:oup a nd more than the Nonsha r1ng +No Re in forcemen t group bul is essentially equivale nt Lo a ll o the[" g["o ups.

"'
0
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In sum, from a statistical viewpoint, differences in helping exhibited
by subjects within the treatment and control conditions were not
greater than those expected by chance.
Correlations

~ong

Measures of

Prosocial Behav i or
An examination of Table 10 shows that no relationship was apparent

between token donations and the work periods volunteered or token
donations and whether the subject helped the experimenter.

A slight

association was found Between the work periods volunteered and whether
the sub.j ect helped the experimenter .
Table 10.
Correlations Among the Measures of
Prosocial Behavior

Variables

Correlation

Significance Level

Donation, Volunteering

. Ol

NS

Donation, Helping

.oo

NS

Volunteering, Helping

. 13

E.< .10

Subject Verbalizations during
Token Donations
During the donation trials incidental data were collected on
the verbal behavior of children by 111eans of a tape recorder.

In
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In some instances, children have been found to imitate verbalizations
as well as irrelevant actions of prosocial models (Hartup & Coates,

1967). Only one child out of 160 emitted verbal statements of any
significance during the token donation trials .

This child repeated

verbatim a number of the statements made by the peer models who exhibited
sharing and were reinforced for their behavior .

In sum, rarely did

children spontaneous.ly imitate model verbalizations during subsequent
token donation trials.
Reliacility of Treatment Effects
Visual comparison of the dependent measures (donations, volunteering,
and helpingl between the two blocks indicated marked consistency
in the pattern of responses across treatment and control conditions.
One exception was that fewer tokens. were donated in the Nonsharing

+ No Reinforcement condition during the first block than in the second.
Furthermore, the lack of a statistically significant block effect
in all analyses indicated that this variable was well controlled.
In sum, a replication of the treatment and control conditions yielding
highly similar data was successfully accomplished within the experiment
with two randomly sampled subject pools.
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DISCUSSION
Children, who observed nonsharing peer models who received
neutral reactions from an adult, donated approximately half as many
tokens as the control group.

Visual inspection indicated that children

who observed sharing peer models receiving positive consequences
for their behaviors were more generous in sharing tokens with "poor
children" and, as a group, were more likely to assist in a related
prosocial task (helping) at the end of the experiment than children
in other treatment groups.
When children observed adult models who did not share and who
received neutral reactions from an adult, children were observed,
as a group, to rarely a!>Sist in the pro social helping task at the
end of the experiment.

Overall, the children involved in the treatment

conditions volunteered work periods to a greater extent than children
in the control group.

Thus, the dependent measure of volunteering

did not discriminate among the various treatment groups.
The remainder of this section will address issues and questions
rais.e d in the. Statement .2!_ tlie Prolllem.

Explanations and implications

of the research results, the relationship between the measures of
pro social liefiavior, and an integration of the present research with
previous studies will be included.
Comparison of Peer and Adult Models
The central issue addressed in this study was whether the
physical and personal similarities between the model and the observer
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would influence the behaviors· of the observer.

Specifically·, do

peers influence the pros<>cial Behavi.or of early elementary school
children to a greater degree than do adults?
Considering token donations, peers were more i.nfluential than
adults.

Sharing and reinforced peer models were slightly more effective

at increasing the sharing of observing children than their adult
counterparts; nonsharing and nonreinforced peer models inhibited
sharing as distinct from their adult counterparts.
With regard to the effects of peer and adult models on helping,
peers were more influential in the Sharing + Reinforcement condition
and adults in the Nonsharing + No Reinforcement condition.

Helping

was greater in the subject group that viewed a sharing and reinforced
peer and was lower in the subject group that viewed a nonsharing
and non-reinforced adult model.
With. respect to volunteering, th.e re was no difference between
the effects of peer and adult models or between the effects of sharing
and nonsharing models·.

Peer and adult treatment groups produced

an approximately equal rate of volunteering which exceeded that of
the control group.
The findings indicate that when facilitating sharing through
the use of models neither adult or peer models are overwhelming patent
or influential in all situations, i.e., across all measures.

Additionally,

the b.ehavior changes of sub.jects in potentially powerful conditions,
i.e., when the prosocial behavior was· demonstrated and the model
reinforced, were not as large. as expected.

Yet, the fi.ndings suggest

tliat modeling effects may· influence the emission of prosocial behaviors
in one. manner. Peers were. found to fie especially influential when
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they exhibited deviant or asocial Behavior such as not sharing and
when adults reacted neutrally· to the situation.
Two major conclusions· can Be drawn from the findings of the
/

study· regarding

th_e

relative effects of peer and adult modeling.

First, peer influences must be questioned as contributing to the
development or facilitation of prosocial behaviors in the early primary
grades. Although peers may be a potent source of influence in some
behavior domains during the early primary grades, their influence
was not evident in the facilitation of positive social behaviors
of the type studied here and in the laboratory setting.

One exception,

which will he discussed below, is that children may imitate negative
behaviors or be inhibited in the performance of prosocial behaviors
when they have observed peers who are not prosocial and who suffer
no adverse consequences for adults.
Second, the overall absence of strong and consistent effects
for direct exposure to models as compared with . the no model control
group clearly brings into question th.e utility of modeling in developing
prosocial behaviors.

Modeling alone and in combination with reinforce-

ment of the. model were. not sufficient to increase sharing beyond
the level displayed hy the control group.

As mentioned above, .the

lllOde.ling treatments did not produce drastic behavioral changes on
the generalization measures.

These findings are in contrast to the

findings of earlier s.tudies which indicated that modeling may be
an effective. means of increasing prosocial behavior.

However, the

present results· are consistent wit b.. more recent findings from studies
which have. minimized the. interaction of the model with the observer
to tease out the effects of modeling characteristics alone (Barton, 1979;
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Rogers-Warren, Warren, & Baer,

1~77}.

When Rogers-Warren et al.

found that modeling failed to influence the frequency with which
children shared their toys, they concluded that (l} earlier studies
may have maximized the demand-for-sharing or (2) modeling may be
more effective under certaln stimulus conditions than under others.
Certainly, in a controlled group study the demand-for-sharing would
be equal for all groups and, therefore, would not be an appropriate
explanation for the lack of a modeling effect in the present study.
The second explanation refers to the saliency of the model, that
is, a model in a stimulating environment may not be observed as frequently
as a model in a tightly controlled experimental environment.

This

explanation does not account for the present results since the models
used were highly prominent and few, if any, distractions were present.
Consequently, the most tenable conclusion for the present findings
is that televised modeling alone or with reinforcement to the model
is not sufficient to facilitate sharing.
Modeling of negative social behaviors followed by no reinforcement
is an exception to this general rule and has been shown in the present
study to inhibit sharing.

This is an interesting finding that may,

in fact, point to a significant social influence of peers in development.
Morris et al.

(~9731

found that the punishment of a model (yicarious

punishment in relation to the observer! who exhibited nonsharing
facilitated the sharing of candies as compared
Kowever, if the negative social behaviors of a peer model are not
punished, that is, the adult responds neutrally as in the present
study·, cfiildren will exfiibit less frequent prosocial responses on
the average.

Such a finding is· noteworthy since adults may permit
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inadvertent peer modeling (among classmates, among siblings) without
due concern for the developmental consequences of such

act~ons.

Present and previous research identifies two alternatives for adults,
reinforcement to the observer when prosocial models are imitated
(Doland & Adelberg, 1967) or punishment of negative social responses
when they are imitated (Morris et al., 1973), which may alternatively
facilitate future prosocial responses of observers.
One possible explanation for the less frequent token donations
in the Peer Nonsharing + No Reinforcement group could be that only
the models in that condition provid.ed a specific example of the
behavior of retaining tokens.

In this nonsharing condition, the

child viewed 40 repetitions of nonsharing behavior by the models.
However, this explanation alone can not account for the absence
of a similar effect with the Adult Nonsharing + No Reinforcement
condition since an equal number of demonstrations of nonsharing
were presented in that condition.
A second explanation that seems tenable involves the disinhibition of behavior.

Typically, a child might desire to behave in a

"greedy" manner in a situation where highly valued rewards may be
earned if tokens are retained; however, the child might anticipate
that such actions would produce adult disapproval.

However, the

neutral response of the narrator, in this study, to nonsharing may
have been perceived as implicit approval of the models' behavior or
at least a lack of disapproval.

Observation of the peer model not

being punished could have indicated that retention of tokens
was acceptable by a child in that uarticular setting and thus
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could have enhanced the likelihood of "greedy" behavior.

Con-

sequently, the observation that a prosocial behavior is not reinforced in the particular setting and that an alternatime, but
typically inhibited, behavior is at least not punished disinhibits
the performance of the latter.

Furthermore, nonsharing clearly

increases the number of tangible reinforcers obtained by the
subject, increasing the likelihood of that behavior occurring.
All or None Patterns of
Prosocial Responses
Two behavior patterns, donation of all or no tokens, were evidenced
within the Nonsharing + No Reinforcement treatment groups and are
of interest since these behavior patterns were not displayed in other
groups.

Donation of no tokens which imPlies the retention of all

tokens for personal benefit (exchange for rewards) and exact imitation
of the nonsharing model, was evidenced under both peer and adult
modeling conditions (N = 6) .

In contrast, four subjects in the Adult

Nonsharing + No Reinforcement treatment condition shared all or almost
all tokens, thus exhibiting total generosity and surpassing the level
of generosity even displayed by the sharing models which was 75%
of all earned tokens.
With respect to the latter finding, Staub (1978) has pointed
out that "reactance" to the model may occur when behaviors displayed
by the model contrast sharply with an observer's perception or internalization of societal norms.

Thus, some children may have perceived the

model's retention of tokens as conflicting with inculcated values,
whereas other children, notably those who did not donate, may not
have learned culturally preferred standards of conduct by which to

]Q

judge the model's behavior.

Since donation of all tokens occurred

exclusively in the adult model condition, it is likely that children
viewed greediness as unacceptable adult behavior which conflicted

with previously learned standards.

The occurrence of this unique

behavior pattern may explain why the Adult Nonsharing + No Reinforcement
group approximated the donation level of the control group.
Self-reinforcement research (e.g., Bandura & Kupers, 1964; Kanfer

& Marston, 19631 had dealt with the transfer of reinforcement standards
and may provide an explanation for the present findings.

When a

·model adopts a criterion of what constitutes a worthy performance
and consistently reinforces an observer for matching or exceeding
a performance standard, the observer is likely to subsequently reinforce
himself or herself in a similar manner.

Self-reinforcement studies

haye s.hown that observers not only adopt standards of self-reinforcement
exhibited by models, but alsc evaluate their performance relative
cO

that standard.
Subjects displaying consideracle self-denial (i.e. , donating

high. levels of tokensl_ may have a prior reinforcement history typified
by- reinforcement for matching models who adhered to high performance
criterions.

Alternativelr, sucjects displaying considerable greediness

(t.e., retaining all tokensl_ may have not been exposed to models
display-i ng exacting standards or may not have been rewarded previously
for matching responses.

Consequently, the exposure to a model displaying

a low criterion for donations produced a comparatively low level
of generosity performance.

In the present study, high (generous)

and low (greedyl_ standards of performance were displayed by some
individuals, how:ever, dtrect reinforcement to the subject for matching
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responses was absent in the treatment procedures.

Optimal matching

could be expected by the addition of reinforcement for matching the
exhibited standards.
Vicarious Reinforcement
A second question addressed in this study was whether changes
in the prosocial behavior of children occurred when they observed
others but were not th.e mselves directly exposed to reinforcement
contingencies.

Specifically·, do early grade school children increase

the frequency with which they share or help when they have observed
a pe.er or adult receive positive consequences for a similar behavior?
Vicarious reinforcement produced greater, though not statistically
significant, token donations by- subjects than the absence of reinforcement to the model for both peer and adult treatment condi.tions in
most cases. Fewer donations. resulted when subjects observed a nonsharing
model who received neutral reactions from an adult.

Were the reactions

of adults the factor that inhibited the subjects' prosocial responses?
The results. are uninterpretable with regard to whether the neutral
consequences or the observation of nonsharing behaviors, or the unique
C01I)bination of the tWO yariables produced the behavior decrement.
Lacking is another comparison group in which subjects observed nonsharing
behavior with no consequences, neutral or otherwise occurring contingent
upon the model's behavior.
With regard to helping, vicarious -reinforcement of peer models
increased the number of subjects who assisted the experimenter in
the helping task.

Vicartous reinforcement of adult models did not

increase helping over the level exhibited when the adult model was
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not reinforced.

Since tfte only- difference Between the comparat ive

treatment groups was whether or not the model rece i ved a positiv e
adul t reaction or a neutral one, it can be c oncluded t hat v icarious

reinforcement was the sole factor producing the behavioral changes .
Although vicarious reinforcement did produce some behavior changes,
they were not of great magnitude.

The present study as well as several

studies (Brown & Pierce, 1970; Budd & Stokes, 1977; Christy, 1975;
Kounin, 1970; Ward & Baker, 19681 present sufficient evidence to
question the generality of vicarious processes in some behavioral
domains.

Of course, many studies could also be ci ted with positive,

opposing results and did, in fact, set the occasion for the present
study.

Nevertheless, the presence of weak effects in the present

study challenges the generality of vicarious processes in the facilitation
of prosocial behavior in the age group and of the type studied here.
Kazdin (1919} has noted that inconsistent effects of vicarious
reinforcement may s-imply be the result of a failure to understand
the variables that control vicarious effects (e . g. , reinforcement
history of tfte subjects, saliency of reinforcement delivery}.
Moderator variables shoul d Be considered in t he interpretation of
the present results.

Conspicuousnes-s of reinforcer del ivery has

been documented as a variable that may contribute to or enhance v i carious
processes.

For example, Kazdin (1975 1 found that vernal as compared

with nonverbal approval was more discriminabl'e by peers when used to
reinforce a model's attending oehavior.

In the present study, the

adult reactions t o the model's behavior were discriminable, i .e.,
at an appropriate volume, easily seen, and filmed using closeup.
Thus, tfte conspicuousness of reinforcer delivery can not oe considered
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a legitimate explanation for the rrreak vicarious effects.
The possibility exists that the narrator's s·tatements were not
a potent reinforcer for the suoj ects (;1 possibility also noted in
Elliot & Vasta,

l~7Ql.

Although social reinforcement has been repeatedly

shown to be generally effective as a reinforcer for early elementary
school children, there may oe reasons that the effectiveness of praise
may have been reduced.

For instance, Babad (19 722 has argued that

a person's previous interactions with another individual may determine
the potency of social reinforcers dispensed by the individual.

Since

no previous interaction had occurred between the praising narrator
and the subjects, the person-specific effectiveness of praise may
not have Been maximized.

Nevertheless, Marris et al. (1973) did

suggest in previous research that no differences were found when the
socializing agent was either the same as the experimenter or different.
To insure that the effectiveness of the reinforcer was not the reason
for the lack of the vicarious effect, a variety of reinforcers (e.g.,
praise, tangible rewards, affection[ or a conditioned reinforcer
mi~

be used in future

res~arch,

Reinforcement history of the observing child has been noted
as· a varia ole which may· affect the child's responsiveness to social
reinforcers in a vicarious· situation.

In other words, children who

have responded to direct social reinforcers in the past may be more
ape to respond to the same reinforcers when they view them used with
others.

In the present study, the procedural randomization of subjects

s:e ryed to control the ind:j:vidual differences of subjects such as
reinforcement history·.
Tbe aBove considerations do not sufficiently account for why
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vicarious social

reinforce~ent

did not facilitate an overall and

significant increase in the pro social Behaviors of suj ects.

Rather,

the conclusion that vicarious reinforcement has not Oeen demonstrated

as a consistent or potent technique to enhance prosocial behavior
in early elementary school children still stands.

Relationship Among Measures of
Prosocial Behavior

The statistical relationship (correlation) between donations,
volunteering, and helping was found to be nonexistant or minimal.
Thus, tendencies to act prosocially in one situation ~.g., donation
task} were not related to the tendency to act prosocially in another
situation (e.g., request for volunteering}.

This finding contrasts

with abovementioned research results· (e.. g., Rubin & Schneider, 1973)
in which. a significant relationship between measures of prosocial
behavior was found.

The lack of positive correlations between donations

and the two other measures of prosocial behavior (volunteering, helping)
supports· the conclusion that treatment effects obtained for donation
behaviors did not substantl'ally· transfer to different categories
of responses. One exception was the high level of donations as well
as helping demonstrated hy suhjects in the Peer Sharing +Reinforcement
condition. Yet, even in that condition no transfer of the training
effect was found in relation to volunteering.

Inasmuch as the consistency

of pro social behaviors· was not apparent across responses, evidence
suggests that each specific form of prosocial responding may need
to be trained liy socialization agents to develop a "prosocial
disposition" in children.

These findings argue against the
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~ussen

cross-situational consistency hypothesis

& Eisenberg-Rerg,

1977) which contends that training in a specific prosocial behavior
domain is apt to create a prosocial tendency acros-s many behavior

domains. Rather training techniques to maximize the generalization
of prosocial responses across settings, responses, and persons seem
necessary to produce such a behavior pattern.
Relationship to Previous Research and Implications
The present research. results may be viewed in the context of
previous research in developmental psychology which has investigated
the influence of peer prosocial models.

Sprafkin et al. (1975L suggested

that peer models could :tncreas.e prosocial responding in a laboratory
setting liy increasing tfle duration of flelping.

Additionally, Hartup

ahd Coates (1967) showed tnat peer models produced more sharing of
trinkets than tfle observation of no model.

Similarly, tne present

study noted greater (though not statistically significant} donating
with the peer modeling group as. compared to the control group.
present study answered

~estions

The

raised by the Sprafkin et al. study

concerning whetfler peer modeling of a particular response would influence
diss.i~lar

the

~del

responses.

Tfle relationship between the observer and

with regard to previously reinforcing social interaction

was. not found to be necessary to produce some degree of modeling
of peers (as in Hartup and Coatesl, but such an interaction might
have produced stronger treatment effects.
The tentative conclus·ion ra:tsed liy Ascione and Beuche (19772
tflat peer

~deling ~th

adult praise to the model would increase

the pro:;;ocial Behavior of olis.erving children was supported, however,
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the effect was not as large as expected, nor did it differ significantly
from the effect produced by adult models.

Also, it was demonstrated

that training in ·o.n e area of prosocial behavior had little facilitative
influence with respect to other areas except in the case of peer
modeling of prosocial behaviors with reinforcement to the model.
The present findings extended previous research by clarifying
the role of vicarious reinforcement to modeling in the development
of prosocial behaviors as well as empirically comparing the influence
of peer and adult models.
A number of future research directions are suggested based on
the results of this study.

First, the saliency of "poor children"

may have been low due to the verbal methods used to describe the
children and may have decreased subsequent donation behavior.

The

concept of poor children might be enhanced through the use of a
picture depicting a poor child.

Whether or not this would have

differential effects as a function of differing treatments is an
empirical question.

In addition, other variables such as the sex

and race of the pictured child would need to be controlled in the
design of the study.

Second, other variations in the modeling

treatment could produce a stronger treatment effect and might be
accomplished through increased exposure to treatment films, a
variety of models, or increased demonstrations of the target
behavior.

Third, in rare instances, children may not have oriented

consistently to the television screen.

The amount of time children

actually looked at the film would be useful ancillary data.

Another

area of interest related to the influence of modeling on prosocial
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behavior i s the role of familiarity in modeling.

Are peer and

adult models who are familiar to t he observer more potent in the f acili t a tion of prosocial behaviors than strange models?
study did not address this issue.

The present

Finally, it is possible that the

combined use of male and female models as opposed to only male or
f emale models may have minimized the modeling effect.

Future research

could address the issue of whether the model's sex is an influential
variable in peer and adult modeling.
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Appendix A
Parental Permission Let ter
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February 1979
Dear Parent:

With the approval of the Logan City Board of Education and the
Exceptional Child Center, a research project has been developed to find
out the key factors that influence the development of positive social
behaviors in children.

Information from the project will lay the

groundwork for educators and mental health professionals co improve
programming and services which will enhance positive social behaviors
such as sharing and cooperation.

Approximately 500 parents of children in the second and third grade
classes of Logan City schools are being contacted to solicit their
partici~ation

in this study.

You have been selected to be a part of

this group.

If you grant permission for your child's participation, and your child
is selected to be involved in the study, your child will be transported
by a responsible university student one day after school to the
Exceptional Child Center's research laboratory.

During the visit to the Child Center, each child will view a videotaped
progra'!ll, which may or may· not be designed to increase positive social
behaviors.

Measurements will then be taken to determine whether the

film had a positive effect on your child's behavior.

In addition,

your child's verbal comments after viewing the videotape will be recorded.

Consequently, we will be a5le to determine whether or not
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these program materials have an immediate effect on the child's positive
behaviors.

The programs are not intended to have long term effects on

the children in the study .
~auld

However, if such effects do occur, they

be expected to be desirable.

At the end of the Center visit, your child will be given a small reward
for participation.

All in all, we expect that the one- time involvement

of your child will take approximately one hour.
~Jl

Your child's results

be kept ano!lymous and strictly confidential.

At the completion

of the study you will be sent a description of the results, and we
~11

be happy to answer any questions you may have.

You may grant or refuse permission for your child ' s participation in
this study on the enclosed form.

We believe that most children will

find the experience an extremely positive one.
envelope is enclosed for your convenience.

A stamped addressed

Whatever your decision, we

would appreciate you putting your answer in tomorrow's mail, if
possible .

To insure the succ e ss of the project, we request that you not discuss
the nature of the project with your child until after your child has
participated in the research.

Thank you in advance for your

cooperation.
Sincerely,

97
RICHARD L. SANOK

Project Coordinator
752 - 4100, Ext. 8273

FRANK R. ASCIONE

Associate Professor
of Psychology
752-4100, Ext. 7253

RLS;na
Enclosure

OA

Appendix B
Parental Consent Form
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PERMISSION REQUEST FORM
I hereby GIVE permission for my child,
to participate in the research project described in Mr. Sanok's letter.
I understand that my child may withdraw at any time for any reason,
and I understand the nature and content of the project.

(_Date}

(Parent's Signature)

*****
I hereby REFUSE permission for my child,
<O

participate in the research project described in Mr. Sanok's letter.

(Parent ' s Signature)

(Date}

** ***
If you GAVE PERMISSION above, you will be given a phone call to make
arransements for the date and time of your child's participation.
Please provide the following information;
Telephone Number:
Days and times that your child is usually available (check all that
apply}:
Wednesday
2:00p.m.
3:00p.m.
4:00p . m.
5:00 p.m.

Thursday

lflO

Appendix C
Research Schedule
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RESEARCH SCHEDULE

Week of'-- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~

t1onday

Tuesday

Wednesday

Thursday

Friday

1'12

Appendix D
Data Collection Sheet
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Ve r ification Questions: Name__________ Grade
Subject ID #_ _ _ _ _ _ __
Group: P

A

Sex:

F

M

S-NR

S-R

NS - NR

Yes

No

Name card written?

Yes

No

Able to read donation card?

Control

Tokens donated (to poor children)?
Tokens retained?
Yes

No

Volunteer to help?
Wo rk periods volunteered?
0

l

2

3

4

5

6

Yes

No

Picked up pencils (one or more)?

Yes

No

Picked up pencils (following prompt)?

Comments following experiment:

Comments in car:

Experimenter comments:

Teacher
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Appendix E
Individual Data for Tokens Donated (Male)

Tahle 11
Individual Data for Tokens Donared

Peer Sharing +
Reinforcement

Peer Sha r lng +
No Reinforcement

Peer Nonsharing +

Adult Sharing

No Reinforcement

Reinforcement

+

(~ale)

Adult Sharing

+

No Reinf orcement

Adult Nonsharing +
No Reinforcement

No Model

Control

Subj ec t
Number

10

35

28

30

30

35

8

26

42

26

4

33

28

47

28

30

35

33

0

27

48

15

23

))

30

36

30

27

31

32

60

25

39

45

34

11

30

34

22

28

30

31

28

5

29

25

.o

30

29

27

37

12

)5

14

60

29

32

36

24

18

38

41

47

58

36

39

29

25

30

26

53

33

30

32

29

23

23

30

34

27

28

~

0

"'
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Appendix F
Individual Data for Tokens Donated (Female)

Tahle 12
Individual Data for Tokens Donated (Female)

Peer Sharing +
Reinforcement

Peer Sharing +
No Reinforcement

Peer Nonsharing +

Adult Sharing

No Retnforc ment

Rl'! tnfor cement

+ Adult Sha ring + Adult Nonsharing +
No Re inforc ement No Re inforcement

No Model
Control

Subject
Number

10

35

17

12

32

32

3

44

30

37

36

0

30

25

60

20

28

42

45

0

37

30

9

47

16

33

42

26

52

27

0

21

40

)7

38

8

52

47

14

31

31

47

30

29

35

28

26

32

45

41

27

10

32

40

40

20

23

31

41

33

38

34

34

36

30

34

31

0

47

34

38

34

27

40

29

32

32

33

30

25

29

....
0
._,
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Appendix G
Means and Standard Deviations for
Token Donations
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Table 13
Means and Standard Deviations for
Token Donations

Male
M

Female
SD

M

SD

Peer Model
Sharing + Reinforcement

35.8

5 . 27

36.8

4.83

Sharing + No Reinforcement

29.8

3.88

31.7

8 . 43

Nonsharing + No Reinforcement

15.5

10.60

15.2

13.69

Sharing + Reinforcement

30.6

4.14

34.7

8.50

Sharing + No Reinforcement

31.3

9. 27

32.2

6.51

Nonsharing + No Reinforcement

34.6

22.07

30.0

18.89

31.2

7.28

30.4

8.67

Adult Model

No Model
Control
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